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NH.PUC*01/04/93*[74952]*78 NH PUC 1*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 74952]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

DR 92-212
Order No. 20,714

78 NHPUC 1
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 4, 1993
Report and Order Approving Power Cost Adjustment Clause.

Appearances: Broderick and Dean by Mark W. Dean, Esq. for the New Hampshire Electric
Cooperative, Inc., Eugene F. Sullivan and Thomas Frantz, on behalf of the Commission Staff.

BY THE COMMISSION:
REPORT
I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On December 1, 1992, New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc. (NHEC) filed with the
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) testimony and exhibits requesting a
Power Cost Adjustment Clause (PCA) to replace its Fuel Cost Adjustment and Purchased Power
Cost Adjustment Clauses effective January 1, 1993.

The Commission heard evidence from Teresa L. Muzzey, Power Supply Administrator, on
December 18, 1992 as scheduled. At the hearing, Ms. Muzzey presented the company's proposal
for the new clause. There were no intervenors.

Il. POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES AND STAFF
A. New Hampshire Electric Cooperative

NHEC testified that the PCA was needed due to implementation of the new Amended Partial
Power Requirements contract with its main supplier of electricity, Public Service Company of
New Hampshire, (PSNH) on January 1, 1993. The new PSNH wholesale contract has a fuel and
purchased power clause (FPPAC) which is similar to the clause included in the PSNH rate plan.
As a result of the new wholesale FPPAC the fuel portion of the rates chargeable under the
contract is not separable from the power cost, which results in the implementation of this new
clause. The clause is to be in effect for a twelve month period from January 1 to December 31 of
each year. NHEC further testified that the clause may need to be adjusted on July 1 of each year
when the new FPPAC rate from PSNH is received, or when another supplier increases its rates.
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In its original filing NHEC requested a PCA rate of $.00827/kwh using data for the period
October 1, 1991 to September 30, 1992 as the basis for the forecasted period. The PSNH data is
based upon forecasted costs and the costs from NHEC's other suppliers were based upon actual
rates in effect. Also included was a projected under collection as of December 31, 1992 of
$604,886. At the hearing Ms. Muzzey revised NHEC's estimated under collection as of
December 1992 to reflect actual data through November 30, 1992, resulting in a new projected
under collection of $214,547. This revision results in a decrease in the requested rate to
$.00762/kwh. At the hearing Ms. Muzzey explained that the new wholesale rates to be effective
on January 1, 1993 would go into effect even though NHEC had not emerged from Bankruptcy.
This is due to language in the contract which provided that the difference between the rates now
in effect and the new rates would be deferred until the time NHEC came out of Bankruptcy, at
which time the deferral would be forgiven. If NHEC did not emerge from Bankruptcy, the
difference would then become due.

B. Commission Staff

Staff did not present testimony of its own, but questioned Ms. Muzzey regarding NHEC's
position regarding a trigger mechanism by which the PCA would be changed if the estimated
over/under recovery was greater than 10% of the total estimated fuel cost for the period. Staff
further questioned Ms. Muzzey as to the reason that the forecast was based on historical data and
not on estimated data for the upcoming period. Ms. Muzzey testified that the use of estimated
data would have little effect on the PCA and that NHEC could file using estimated data. Staff
finally questioned Ms. Muzzey as to the interest rate NHEC charged
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on over/under collections. Ms. Muzzey stated that NHEC used the same interest rate that it
applied to customer deposits.

I11. COMMISSION ANALYSIS

We have reviewed the testimony of Ms. Muzzey and are persuaded that the PCA rate of
$.00762/kwh is appropriate for the upcoming period. We will however require NHEC to make
two changes to its PCA. The changes are:

1) The interest to be applied on over/under collections will be the average of the monthly
prime rate for the month on which the interest is being calculated. The calculation of the average
prime rate would be a summation of the prime rate for each day of the month divided by the
number of days, using the prime rate published daily in the "Wall Street Journal”.

2) NHEC will be required to add a 10% trigger mechanism to its PCA. The calculation of the
trigger will be as follows:

At any time that the projected over/under collections for the current period reaches 10% of
the estimated costs for the period any party may file for a review of the PCA rate in effect. The
estimated costs for the period shall include actual costs for the period to date and updated
forecasts for the remainder of the period.

Finally, we will require NHEC to file its future PCA changes on a forecasted basis.
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Our order will issue accordingly.
Concurring: January 4, 1993
ORDER
Upon consideration of the foregoing report which is made a part hereof; it is hereby

ORDERED, that, the Power Cost Adjustment Clause as requested by the New Hampshire
Electric Cooperative, Inc. (NHEC) be approved; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that a PCA of $.00762/kwh be applied on a bills rendered basis as of
January 1, 1993, to be collected through December 31, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the PCA bear interest calculated at the average of the prime rate
for the month; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, the PCA have a trigger mechanism as described in the attached
report; and it is
FURTHER ORDERED, that all further filings of the PCA be on a forecasted basis; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that NHEC file compliance tariff pages within 10 days from the
issuance date of this order.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this fourth day of January,
1993.

NH.PUC*01/04/93*[74953]*78 NH PUC 2*Concord Electric Company

[Go to End of 74953]

Re Concord Electric Company
Additional respondent: Exeter & Hampton Electric Company

DR 92-209
Order No. 20,715

78 NH PUC 2
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 4, 1993
Fuel Adjustment Clause and Purchased Power Adjustment Clause.

Appearances: Leboeuf, Lamb, Leiby & MacRae by Scott J. Mueller, Esquire for Concord
Electric Company and Exeter & Hampton Electric Company; Eugene F. Sullivan, Finance
Director, and Thomas C. Frantz, for the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission Staff.

BY THE COMMISSION:
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REPORT
I. Procedural History

On December 2, 1992, UNITIL Service Corporation filed, on behalf of Concord Electric
Company (Concord) and Exeter & Hampton Electric Company (Exeter & Hampton)
(collectively the Companies), revised Fuel Adjustment Clause (FAC) rates and Purchased Power
Adjustment Clause (PPAC) rates for the period January through June, 1993. Concord requested a
FAC credit of $0.00564 per kWh and a PPAC rate of $0.00971 per kWh. Exeter & Hampton
requested a FAC credit of $0.0676 per kwWh and a PPAC rate of $0.00593 per kWh.
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The Companies also filed revised tariffs for Short-term Power Purchase (short-term avoided
capacity and energy) rates for Qualifying Facilities (QF) as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Energy Rates on Peak 3.65 cents per kWh

Off Peak 2.62 cents per kWh
All Hours 2.97 cents per kWh
Capacity Rate $0.53 per kW-year

The New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (the commission) held a duly noticed
hearing at its offices in Concord on December 17, 1992 to review the Fuel Adjustment Clause
and Purchased Power Adjustment Clause and short-term power purchase rate filings of the
Companies. Concord and Exeter & Hampton presented two witnesses, Karen M. Asbury and
David W. Lavoie, both of whom submitted pre- filed testimony and exhibits.

1. Positions of the Parties

The instant filing covers the six month period from January through June, 1993. Witness
Asbury presented the calculations of the fuel adjustment clauses and purchased power
adjustment clauses for Concord and Exeter & Hampton. Ms. Asbury testified that the Companies
calculated the PPAC and FAC rates consistent with the methodology proposed in the Stipulation
and Agreement regarding the retail rate design for Concord and Exeter & Hampton in DR
91-065. Exh. 2 at 2. Under the Stipulation and Agreement, the PPAC and FAC mechanisms are
restructured to permit collection of base purchased power revenue through class specific demand
and energy charge components and to reflect time differentiated base fuel charges for time of use
rates. 1d. Ms. Asbury stated that the commission announced that it had approved the Stipulation
and Agreement in DR 91-065 on December 14, 1992, but that a Report and Order had not yet
been issued.

Ms. Asbury testified that the FAC rate, calculated consistent with the methodology in DR
91-065, was being decreased from the prior period from a credit of $0.00303 per kWh to a credit
of $0.00564 per kWh, a reduction of $0.00261 per kWh for Concord, and from a credit of
$0.00261 per kWh to a credit of $0.00676 per kWh, a reduction of $0.00415 per kWh for Exeter
& Hampton. The PPAC, calculated consistent with the methodology in DR 91-065, would be
increased over the prior period from $0.00908 to $0.00971 per kWh, or by $0.00063 per kWh for
Concord, and decreased from $0.00980 to $0.00593 per kWh, a reduction of $0.00387 per kWh
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for Exeter & Hampton.

Ms. Asbury and Mr. Lavoie stated at the hearing that based upon November, 1992 actual
data, which had just been received, UNITIL Power Corp. (UPC) would be revising its wholesale
billing rate. Ms. Asbury recommended that the commission adopt revised FAC and PPAC rates
reflecting this updated data and that the Companies intended to submit revised tariffs the day
after the hearing. On December 18, 1992, the Companies filed revised calculations to reflect the
November, 1992 actual data in the FAC and PPAC rates. The revised rates for the Companies'
PPAC and FAC are as follows: for Concord the PPAC would be $0.01023 per kwWh and for
Exeter & Hampton it would be $.00734 per kWh. The rates for the Companies' FAC would be a
credit of $.00577 per kwWh for Concord and a credit of $.00637 per kwWh for Exeter & Hampton.

Mr. Lavoie testified on the derivation of UPC's wholesale rates and the calculation of UPC's
short-term avoided cost rate. Exh. 3. His pre-filed testimony indicated that the UPC's wholesale
rates, effective January 1, 1993, would be as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Demand $17.98 KW/Mo.

Base Energy $.02135 KWH
Fuel Charge $.01895 KWH

Exh. 3 at 3.

These rates reflect an anticipated decrease of $428,300 or 1.9% in UPC's wholesale costs. Id.
According to Mr. Lavoie, the components of this decrease are a $256,900 decrease in Demand
Charges, a $982,300 increase in Base Energy Charges and $1,153,700 decrease in Fuel Charges.
Id.

At the hearing, Mr. Lavoie indicated that UPC intended to revise its billing rates effective
Page 3

January 1, 1993 to reflect actual data for November, 1992. According to Mr. Lavoie,
incorporation of the November 1992 actual data would produce the following wholesale rates:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Demand $18.25 KW/Mo.
Base Energy $.02166 KWH
Fuel Charge $.01898 KWH

In regard to UPC's short-term avoided cost rates, Mr. Lavoie testified that UPC calculated
estimates for both capacity and energy. Exh. 3 at 10. The avoided short-term capacity rate is
based on actual experience contracting for capacity during the July through December, 1992
period and a forecast of anticipated short- term capacity transactions for the January through
June, 1993 period. The costs of these transactions are established and a transaction weighted
average cost rate is used as the Current Period avoided capacity rate. This method was developed
after discussions with the Commission Staff in DR 90-095 and DR 90-097. Mr. Lavoie testified
that UPC expects to have more capacity than it will need to meet its NEPOOL Capacity
Responsibility through April, 1993, and then expects to be slightly deficient in the months of
May and June, 1993, necessitating minor purchases. Exh. 3 at 10. UPC has not entered into any
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transactions for capacity in the last six months nor does it expect to sell any capacity to the
surplus regional market during the Current Period. Mr. Lavoie provided a calculation of the
avoided short-term capacity rate of $0.53 per kW-yr for the Current Period. Exh. 3 at DR-11.

UPC develops avoided energy cost rates using the same production costing stimulation
model used to forecast Current Period energy costs. Exh. 3 at 10. The system energy
requirements are decreased for all hours of the upcoming cost period by 5 MW and new
production costs are estimated. This process is repeated with an all hours increase of forecast
energy requirements by 5 MW. The difference in total production costs between each case and
the base case is averaged and divided by the total average MWH differentials. Exh. 3 at DL-12.

During Staff's cross-examination of the Companies’ witnesses, Staff asked Mr. Lavoie to
explain the reason for the increases in the UPC rates based on the November, 1992 actual data.
Mr. Lavoie explained that the increases are due primarily to three factors: an increase in capacity
costs for the Indeck unit; an adjustment to the bill for the New Haven Harbor generation unit;
and variance associated with the Stoney Brook plant. Staff also asked the witnesses about
regulatory approval of UPC's wholesale rates. The witnesses testified that UPC's wholesale rates
are filed for approval with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) in May of each
year, for rates covering the previous year. FERC may open an investigation, or if it takes no
action, the rates are automatically approved 90 days after filing. In response to a staff record
request, the Companies stated that the FERC had not opened an investigation of UPC's
wholesale rates during the past five years. Exh. 6.

Staff also queried Ms. Asbury about the Companies' Weather Normalization Technique
reflected in the filing and asked if there had been any changes in the Companies' methodology
since its last filing with the commission explaining its weather normalization. In response to a
record request, the Companies referred to a detailed description that was provided in a record
request in prior FAC/PPAC proceedings, DR 91-059 and DR 91-060. Exh. 4.

The Companies also responded to Staff questions regarding use of an adjustment for the
billing cycle lag in forecasting purchases. Exh. 5. Staff noted that there were different
interpretations of whether the term "bills rendered™ meant that a new rate should be applied to
any bills issued after a certain date, or whether the new rate only applied to bills for service
provided after that date. The Companies indicated that, consistent with their prior practice and
the commission's rules, they implemented new rates with any bills issued on or after the effective
date approved by the commission.

The Companies’ witness also responded to inquiries from the Staff regarding details of UPC's
purchased power contracts and the termination of the Ware Cogen contract. Staff asked Mr.
Lavoie if there was any way for Staff to know by looking at the filing what unit transactions
were entered into in the prior six-month reconciling period or how individual units ran compared
to their forecasted availability. Mr.
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Lavoie responded that the filing contains, primarily, a forecast of costs for the upcoming
period, but that historic cost detail on prior purchases or availabilities was not included in the
filing, but the Companies would be willing to provide it in future filings if it were requested.
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I11. COMMISSION ANALYSIS

The commission will accept the revised filings of the Companies submitted on December 18,
1992. The commission finds that the FAC for the January through June, 1993 period will be a
credit of $.00577 per kwWh for Concord and a credit of $.00637 per kWh for Exeter & Hampton.
For the same period, the PPAC for Concord will be $.01023 per kWh and $.00734 per kWh for
Exeter & Hampton. For a typical Concord residential customer using 500 kwWh per month, the
net result of the PPAC and FAC changes is a $0.80 decrease to a monthly 500 kWh bill. A
typical 500 kWh per month residential bill for Exeter & Hampton customers will decrease by
$3.12.

The commission also finds the proposed short term avoided capacity and energy rates to be
just and reasonable, and calculated in accordance with the methodologies outlined in previous
commission orders.

In regard to Staff's concern about the lack of data on power purchases and unit availabilities
for the reconciled period, we agree that more specific information should be made a part of the
Companies' filing and will, therefore, direct the Companies to work with Staff on what additional
information should be included in the next filing.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Concurring: January 4, 1993
ORDER
Based upon the foregoing report, which is incorporated by reference herein, it is hereby

ORDERED, that the Concord Electric Company Fuel Adjustment Charge for the period of
January through June, 1993, shall be a credit of $.00577 per kWh; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that for the period January through June, 1993, the Concord Electric
Company Purchased Power Adjustment Clause shall be $.01023 per kWh; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that for the period January through June, 1993, the Exeter &
Hampton Electric Company Fuel Adjustment Charge shall be a credit of $.00637 per kWh; and it
is

FURTHER ORDERED, that for the period January through June, 1993 the Exeter &
Hampton Electric Company Purchased Power Adjustment Clause shall be $.00734 per kWh; and
itis

FURTHER ORDERED, that for the same period, Concord Electric Company and Exeter &
Hampton Electric Company short-term power purchase (short-term avoided capacity and energy)
rates for Qualifying Facilities (QF's) shall be as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Energy Rates On Peak 3.65 cents per kWh

Off Peak 2.62 cents per kWh
All Hours 2.97 cents per kWh
Capacity Rate $0.53 per kW-year;
and it is
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FURTHER ORDERED, that Concord Electric Company and Exeter & Hampton Electric
Company file revised tariff pages in compliance with this order and bearing the appropriate
annotation.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this fourth day of January,
1993.

NH.PUC*01/04/93*[74954]*78 NH PUC 6*Granite State Electric Company

[Go to End of 74954]

Re Granite State Electric Company

DR 92-208
Order No. 20,716

78 NH PUC 6
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 4, 1993
Order Approving Changes to Oil Conservation Adjustment and Fuel Adjustment Clause.

Appearances: David Saggau, Esg. for Granite State Electric Company; Thomas Frantz and James
Cunningham for the Staff of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission.

BY THE COMMISSION:
REPORT
I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On December 1, 1992, Granite State Electric Company (GSEC) filed tariff pages, testimony
and schedules supporting changes to its fuel adjustment clause (FAC), oil cost adjustment (OC),
and qualifying facilities (QFs) power purchase rates for the period January through June 1993.
GSEC is requesting that the commission approve a FAC factor of $0.00570 per kWh, an OC
factor of $0.00113 per kWh, and the following short-term avoided capacity and energy rates for
QFs as follow:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Energy Rates On Peak  Off PeakAverage

Subtransmission Distribution $0.02768 $0.02238 $0.02484
Primary Distribution $0.02973 $0.02347 $0.02637
Secondary Distribution $0.03078 $0.02402 $0.02716
Capacity Rate Capacity Payment

Subtransmission $2.32 per kW-month

Primary Distribution $2.54 per kW-month

Secondary Distribution $2.66 per kW-month

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 8



PURbase

The New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (commission) held a duly noticed hearing
at its offices in Concord on December 16, 1992 to review the FAC, OC and short-term avoided
energy and capacity rates filed by Granite State Electric Company. At the hearing GSEC
presented two witnesses, Lawrence J. Reilly, and Jeffrey VVan Sant. There were no intervenors.

I1. POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES

GSEC proposes to decrease its current FAC and OC factors based, primarily, on its estimate
that GSEC's total fuel expenses for the first half of 1993 will be lower than GSEC's total fuel
expenses incurred during the second half of 1992, and because the ratio of kWh sold to kWh
purchased is projected to be higher during the first half of 1993 as compared to the second half
of 1992. Exh. 1 at 6. GSEC believes the difference between the two periods is due to lower
losses during the cooler first six months of the year and the timing of meter readings by New
England Power Company (NEP) for sales to GSEC. Mr. Reilly stated that GSEC intends to study
this trend in more detail and analyze what if anything can be done to mitigate the semi-annual
swings. GSEC has included as part of its fuel costs NEP's accrual of $112,500 per month to fund
uranium enrichment facility clean-up costs that result from a provision in the recently enacted
Comprehensive Energy Policy Act (Energy Act). These costs are an assessment on the domestic
nuclear industry for costs incurred by the Department of Energy (DOE) to decontaminate and
decommission uranium enrichment facilities. Under Section 1802(c) of the Energy Act, each
domestic nuclear power plant is assessed its portion of the total annual costs needed to fund
decontamination and decommissioning based on each utilities transactions with DOE for
uranium enrichment, not to exceed $150 million per year. NEP expects its 1993 assessment from
the six nuclear units it has an ownership interest in to be $1.35 million. Exh. 1 at 7. GSEC
believes the costs are recoverable through the fuel clause as specified in the Energy Act,
although the costs included in the filing are only estimates.

GSEC did not include a reconciliation of the business profits tax surcharge in the immediate
filing due to the lack of complete actual data. It plans to reconcile the business profits tax
surcharge in the next FAC/OC filing. GSEC also is including the pipeline demand charges NEP
has and is incurring for firm transportation capacity with several interstate pipelines and

Page 6

TransCanada Pipelines, Limited (TransCanada). The gas is used for the Manchester Street
Repowering Project. Pursuant to NEP's W-12 settlement agreement, NEP can bill immediately
50 percent of the costs through GSEC's fuel adjustment clause. Until the Manchester Street
Repowering Project is completed, the other 50 percent is held in a deferred asset account. Exh. 1,
at 18. GSEC claims the demand costs will be mitigated by assigning surplus transportation
capacity to third parties, selling gas to third parties, and displacing residual fuel oil in its plants
with natural gas. NEP's firm transportation service on TransCanada began November 1, 1992.
For the upcoming FAC period, GSEC is including its share of the approximately $5.8 million it
expects to pay TransCanada from November 1992 through June 1993, as well as its portion of
the demand charges NEP pays to Algonquin Gas Transmission for the pipeline lateral connecting
Algonquin with Brayton Point No. 4. GSEC states that NEP has negotiated all of its firm
capacity to four parties from November 1992 through October 1993 resulting in GSEC receiving
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its share of the $11 million in proceeds from the sales. In accordance with the Settlement in
W-12, all the proceeds are treated as a credit to the fuel clause. The net effect on the FAC after
the pipeline demand charges and minimum supplier charges are offset by the reassignments,
delays and pipeline capacity reductions is a credit to NEP of $1.9 million. GSEC gets
approximately 3 percent of the credit.

Based on lowering the FAC by $0.00257 per kWh from the current rate of $0.00827 per kWh
and the OC by $0.00010 per kWh from the current rate of $0.00123 per kWh, a residential
customer using 500 kWh per month would see a bill reduction of $1.34.

GSEC testifies that the short-term QF rates are consistent with past practices approved by the
commission, although GSEC has for the first time in a few years included a short-term value of
capacity, estimated at $27 per kW-year, based on four NEP sales of short-term capacity. The
same capacity value is used in the calculation of GSEC's Cooperative Interruptible Service (CIS)
Program.

I11. COMMISSION ANALYSIS

Based upon the record in this docket, the commission finds the FAC, OC and QF rates filed
by GSEC, effective January 1, 1993, to be just and reasonable.

We support Staff's position that GSEC should more fully support its requests in future
filings. We will direct GSEC to provide, in subsequent filings, the actual calculation of the
billings by nuclear unit in which NEP has interests for funding the decommissioning and
decontamination costs under Section 1802(c) of the Energy Act.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Concurring: January 4,1993
ORDER
Upon consideration of the foregoing report; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the Fuel Adjustment Clause factor for Granite State Electric Company
(GSEC) for the period January through June 1993, shall be $0.00570 per kWh; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Oil Cost Adjustment for GSEC for the period January
through June 1993, shall be $0.00113 per kWh; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that GSEC pay Qualifying Facilities for the period January through
June 1993, the following:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Energy Rates On Peak Off Peak Average
Subtransmission Distribution $0.02768 $0.02238 $0.02484
Primary Distribution $0.02973 $0.02347 $0.02637
Secondary Distribution $0.03078 $0.02402 $0.02716
Capacity Rate Capacity Payment

Subtransmission $2.32 per kW-month

Primary Distribution $2.54 per kW-month

Secondary Distribution $2.66 per kW-month;

and it is
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FURTHER ORDERED, that GSEC file tariff pages in compliance with this commission
Order no later than 15 days from the issuance date of this Order.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this fourth day of January,
1993.

NH.PUC*01/05/93*[74955]*78 NH PUC 8*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 74955]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire

DE 92-028
Order No. 20,717

78 NHPUC 8
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 5, 1993

Order Approving a Modification to the Letter Agreement between PSNH and the N.H. Technical
College.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On July 2, 1991, Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH) and the
Commissioners of the Departments of Transportation and Post Secondary Technical Education
executed a Letter Agreement concerning PSNH incentive payments for energy efficient
measures performed at the New Hampshire Technical College in Manchester; and

WHEREAS, the Letter Agreement included an estimate of $86,278 for incentive payments;
and

WHEREAS, in November, 1992, PSNH was notified that additional areas on campus could
reasonably be retrofitted at an additional cost of $27,817, for a total incentive payment of
$114,095; and

WHEREAS, the additional conservation measures appear to be in the public interest, and are
consistent both with the original Letter Agreement and our order no. 20,626 issued October 9,
1992; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the modification to the original Letter Agreement approving an additional
$27,817, is approved.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this fifth day of January, 1993.
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NH.PUC*01/05/93*[74956]*78 NH PUC 8*Concord Electric Company

[Go to End of 74956]

Re Concord Electric Company
Additional respondent: Exeter and Hampton Electric Company
DR 92-184
Order No. 20,718
78 NH PUC 8
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 5, 1993
Order Approving 1993 C&LM Conservation Charges.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

WHEREAS, on October 15, 1992, Concord Electric Company (CECO) and Exeter and
Hampton Electric (E&H) (collectively the Companies) filed with the New Hampshire Public
Utilities Commission (the commission) its 1993 Demand Side Management (DSM) Program
Plan; and

WHEREAS, on December 22, 1992 the Companies and the staff filed with the commission a
Stipulation and Agreement that resolves certain issues and defers certain other issues for further
review in January 1993; and

WHEREAS, the resolved issues relate to the continued approval of five DSM programs that
were approved in DR 91-158; and

WHEREAS, the deferred issues concern the Companies' request for approval of the two new
DSM programs and relate specifically to: (1) the appropriateness of benefit/cost ratio thresholds;
and (2) whether customer costs should be included in cost-effectiveness tests and, if so, how
such costs should be calculated; and

WHEREAS, the Stipulation also recommends that the proposed conservation charge of
$0.00129 per kWh for CECO and $0.00103 per kWh for E&H be made effective pending the
resolution of the two issues reserved for January 1993; and

WHEREAS, at the hearing December 22, 1992, counsel for the Companies informed the
commission that the benefit/cost ratio for the new Lighting Catalogue Program had been
incorrectly calculated and that the correct figure appeared to indicate that said program was
uneconomic; and

WHEREAS, the parties agreed that approval of the Lighting Catalogue Program be deferred
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until resolution of the benefit/cost ratio issue in January 1993; and
Page 8

WHEREAS, the commission finds that the conditions described in the Stipulation, as
amended orally to include the Lighting Catalogue Program issue, are in the public good; it is
hereby

ORDERED that the proposed conservation charges for CECO and E&H be temporarily
approved subject to final approval in January 1993.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission this fifth day of January, 1993.

NH.PUC*01/05/93*[74957]*78 NH PUC 9*Connecticut Valley Electric Company

[Go to End of 74957]

Re Connecticut Valley Electric Company

DR 92-207
Order No. 20,719

78 NHPUC 9
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 5, 1993
Order Approving Changes to FAC and PPCA.

Appearances: Kenneth Picton, Esg., for Connecticut VValley Electric Company; Elaine Evans;
The Honorable Raymond S. Burton; The Honorable Paul 1. LaMott; Eugene F. Sullivan, 1ll,
Esq., for the Staff of the Public Utilities Commission.

BY THE COMMISSION:
REPORT
I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On December 1, 1992, Connecticut Valley Electric Company (CVEC) filed tariff changes to
its Fuel Adjustment Clause (FAC), Purchased Power Cost Adjustment (PPCA), and the rates
CVEC pays to its small power producers under Rate E, Short Term Power Rates, effective for
the period January through June 1993. Supporting testimony and exhibits were filed December 3,
1992.

On December 11, 1992, Elaine Evans, co-owner of two small hydroelectric projects currently
receiving payments under Rate E, filed a Motion for Intervention and requested permission to
present testimony concerning issues of small power producers. Ms. Evans filed testimony on
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December 15, 1992.

The New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (commission) held a duly noticed public
hearing at its offices in Concord on December 15, 1992 to review the FAC, PPCA and
short-term avoided energy and capacity costs filed by Connecticut Valley Electric Company. At
the hearing the commission heard testimony from Ms. Evans and four CVEC witnesses: Robert
J. Amelang, C.J. Frankiewicz, Stephen W. Page and David W. Carbon. The commission also
received public comment in support of the small power producers from Executive Councilor
Burton and Representative LaMott.

A Brief was filed by CVEC on December 29, 1992. Ms. Evans filed additional comments on
December 30, 1992. Charles Diamond, a small power producer, filed comments on December
28, 1992,

1. POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES
A. M. Elaine Evans and Charles Diamond

On December 15, 1992, the Commission received prefiled testimony from M. Elaine Evans,
the owner and operator of two small hydroelectric stations(1) in CVEC's franchise area in
Piermont, New Hampshire, in which she raised concerns relative to her inability to obtain a long
term rate contract from CVEC; and her lack of financial viability under the proposed and
ongoing short term avoided cost rates. At a hearing held on December 15, 1992, Ms. Evans
testified that she had been forced to negotiate with CVEC for over five (5) years over the terms
of a long term contract, and that CVEC had never offered her a long term (fifteen (15) year)
contract at CVEC's long term avoided cost.

On December 28, 1992, Charles Diamond, also the owner of a small hydroelectric facility in
CVEC's franchise area, joined Ms. Evans in her concerns, and reiterated the statements relative
to the inability to obtain a long term (fifteen (15) year) contract after being forced to negotiate
with CVEC for over five (5) years and the projects inability to remain financially viable at short
term avoided costs.

Both requested relief in the form of a long term contract from CVEC that would allow them
to remain in operation.

Page 9

Subsequent to the hearing in this matter, both Ms. Evans and Mr. Diamond presented the
Commission with information which suggests that CVEC acted in bad faith in its dealings with
both small power producers (SPPs) by knowingly violating the language, spirit and intent of the
Commission's decision in Re Public .Service Company of New Hampshire, 73 NH PUC 117
(1988) (hereinafter Report and Order No. 19,052). We will not consider this information for the
purposes of this Report and Order or the information set forth above in Mr. Diamond's position
because CVEC has not had an opportunity to respond to either. We will address, however, Mr.
Diamond's request for relief.

B. CVEC
CVEC, in oral testimony in response to Ms. Evan's testimony, spoke of an RFP (Request for
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Proposals) program and attempts to negotiate a contract with Ms. Evans, but admitted that it
never offered Ms. Evans a standard, fifteen (15) year contract at its Commission approved, long
term avoided cost rate, and that it had no standard contract available to SPPs at Commission
approved long term avoided cost for fifteen (15) years.

CVEC subsequently filed a brief in response to the allegations raised by Ms. Evans and
allegations by the Commission Staff that CVEC had, and continued to violate the Commission's
Report and Order No. 19,052 relative to SPPs using renewable resources to produce between 100
and 1000 Kilowatts of rated capacity.

In its brief, CVEC makes reference to Commission Report and Order 19,450 (the report and
Order referred to is actually Report and Order 19,547 to which we will refer) and quotes
language from that order referring to an RFP program, ongoing bidding and negotiations with
QFs (Qualifying Facilities), and a standard offer contract for SPPs.

CVEC concludes from this language that both the Commission and its Staff were aware of its
standard contract, and the fact that it was requiring SPPs between 100 and 1000 KW to negotiate
contracts and approved of the practice.

CVEC asserts that the calculation of power costs were done in the same manner as previous
FAC and PPCA filings. Only one minor change in methodology, modelling costs at CV inlet are
now replaced with VELCO inlet, was made. CVEC states that the major driver of Central
Vermont's energy costs for 1993 as compared to 1992 are the addition of two major SPPs located
in Vermont. They are expected to add $5 million of incremental energy expenses. CVEC
supports the $0.0046 per kWh increase to the current FAC factor of $0.0005 per kWh based on:
(1) the 1993 FAC will collect $64,934 more undercollection than the previous FAC, which is
expected to be undercollected by $238,740 by the end of 1992; (2) CVEC's 1993 sales forecast is
2.7% less than 1992 sales forecast for the same period causing a decrease in the FAC revenues
which is greater than the corresponding decrease in energy costs for the reduced sales; (3)
Central Vermont Public Service Company's (CVPS) RS-2 energy charges are expected to be
higher in 1993 than they were in 1992; and (4) purchases of the output from the New
Hampshire/Vermont Solid Waste Project, which are flowed through directly to CVEC, are
expected to be greater in 1993 than they were in 1992. CVEC states that purchases of sales from
NH/VTSWP are considerably more expensive than purchases from CVPS. The FAC increase is
partially offset by lower purchases expected from other SPPs. CVEC is proposing a FAC factor
of $0.0051 per kWh for 1993. A revision to the FAC may be necessary due to the rate design
Stipulation that was approved by the commission on February 7, 1992. The Stipulation increases
the seasonal on-peak rate effective January 1, 1993.

CVEC also supports a PPCA factor of $(0.0022) per kWh, a credit. The proposed credit is
less than the current PPCA credit of $0.0038 per kWh due to CVEC's estimate that the 1993
PPCA will refund $333,248 less overcollection than the 1992 PPCA has overcollected. Based on
10 months of actual data and two months of re-forecasted data, the 1992 PPCA overcollection is
expected to be $307,291 at the end of December 1992. Part of the increase is also due to a lower
sales forecast
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compared to the 1992 sales forecast. CVEC states that lower sales result in a higher PPCA,
although the increase is partially offset by lower projected 1993 RS-2 capacity costs.

CVEC projects that the 1993 market value of short-term peaking capacity, based on a
weighted average market purchase of price of gas turbine peaking units under short-term
contracts in 1992 and 1993, is $9.00 per kW-year. CVPS expects to have more than 60 MW of
capacity in 1993 beyond its projected capacity requirements. Exh. 11 at 2.

The avoided energy costs are calculated on the basis of a 20 MW increment and decrement to
load, modelled as 15 MW at 100% load factor to simulate 20 MWs at 75% load factor. CVEC is
proposing the following short-term energy rates it pays SPPs under Rate E of its tariff:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Jan.-Apr. May-Oct. Nov.-Dec.
Peak Hours $0.0274/kWh $0.0300/kWh
Off-Peak Hours $0.0219/kWh $0.0226/kWh

The Base Capacity Rate is $0.25 per kW-month.
C. Staff

As was stated above, the Staff alleged that CVEC was, and is currently, violating Report and
Order No. 19,052 by forcing SPPs, such as Ms. Evans, to enter into a full negotiating process to
establish long term rates.

I11. COMMISSION ANALYSIS

The issues before the Commission concerning the rates offered to QFs are, a) should we
approve and allow the implementation of CVEC's modified short term avoided cost rate as part
of the FAC/PPCA proceeding, and b) has, and is, CVEC violating Report and Order No. 19,052
relative to SPPs between 100 and 1000 Kw.

Given that the resolution of the second issue may affect the resolution of the first, we will
address the second issue first.

In Report and Order No. 19,052 this Commission stated that all "[u]tilities will be required to
make available long term standard offers for those [QFs] that have installed capacity of
100-1000 KW...." Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire, 73 NH PUC 117, 131. This
requirement was based on the Commission's interpretation of the intent of LEEPA, and the fact
that "transaction costs for individual negotiations can overwhelm any benefits of commitments
for both the developer and the utility.” Id. That is, the costs of negotiations could defeat the
purpose of LEEPA by forcing the developer and the utility to negotiate the terms of a contract,
thereby either increasing the cost of the power to the utility beyond its worth, or raising
transaction costs so high that the developer could not afford to develop the project.

Based on these findings, the commission went on to established the following three criteria
for these standard long term contracts. First, the rate must be equal to the projected cost of the
avoidable resource(s) identified in the generating utility's long run integrated resource plan.
Second, the term of the rate should be the lesser of 15 years or 3 years beyond the term of the
QF's financing2(?) . Third, QF's may apply for front end loading. Id. at 132.

Based on the evidence presented to us at hearing and in brief, we find that CVEC has, and is,
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violating Report and Order No. 19,052 by requiring SPPs such as Ms. Evans and Mr. Diamond
to do exactly that which we sought to prevent, i.e., embark on a full negotiation process for a
long term contract rather than establishing long term rates in accordance with the three stated
criteria.

In its brief, CVEC cites our statements in Report and Order No. 19,547 as support for its
position that the Commission approved of its process of RFPs and negotiations for QFs between
100 and 1000 KW. CVEC misinterprets our statements. Our comments relative to RFPs and
negotiations applied only to those projects that were above 1000 KW or were powered by
non-renewable resources. This is clear in light of the fact that we specifically referred to CVEC's
standard long term contract for small renewable QFs. Our statement relative to standard
contracts filed with the Commission which contain no rates or duration was not intended to
modify Report and Order No.
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19,052; it merely recognized the fact that even standard contracts, such as those contracts
with front end loading or shorter than 15 years in duration, may vary from one situation to
another.

Thus, CVEC must offer both SPPs long term contracts and to accomplish this we order
CVEC to negotiate long term contracts with both Ms. Evans and Mr. Diamond. The negotiations
shall take place over the course of the thirty days following the date of this order, and Staff shall
be made a part of the negotiations to ensure that all parties act in good faith, and to mediate as
necessary. Until resolution of these matters is concluded, we will order CVEC to keep the rates
paid to SPPs under Rate E at their 1992 level.

We also note that both Ms. Evans and Mr. Diamond have indicated that their projects are not
financially viable at the proposed short term avoided cost rates. Furthermore, if CVEC had put a
standard contract in place following our initial order requiring CVEC to make a contract
available, the rates would have been significantly more favorable to the SPPs than the last filed
long term avoided costs.

We will also require CVEC to file with the Commission a standard contract to comply with
Order No. 19,052.

Based upon the record in this docket, the commission finds the changes to the FAC and
PPCA filed by CVEC, effective January 1, 1993, to be just and reasonable. Our order will issue
accordingly.

Concurring: January 5, 1993
ORDER
Upon consideration of the foregoing report; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the Fuel Adjustment Clause factor for Connecticut Valley Electric
Company (CVEC) for the period January through December 1993, shall be $0.0051 per kWh;
and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Purchased Power Adjustment Clause for 1993 be a credit of
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$0.0022 per kWh; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that within a thirty day period commencing with the issuance date of
this Order, CVEC meet with Ms. Evans and Mr. Diamond to negotiate a possible settlement
concerning long-term rates; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the short-term capacity and energy rates paid to Qualifying
Facilities shall remain at 1992 levels; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that CVEC file tariff pages in compliance with this commission
Order no later than 15 days from the issuance date of this Order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that CVEC file with the Commission a standard contract to comply
with Order No. 19,052.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this fifth day of January,
1993.

FOOTNOTES

1 Between 100 and 1000 KW of rated capacity.

2 To avoid any confusion, the intent of this section is to set 15 years as the maximum length
of the standard contract available to any qualifying QF.

NH.PUC*01/05/93*[74958]*78 NH PUC 12*Connecticut Valley Electric Company Inc.

[Go to End of 74958]

Re Connecticut Valley Electric Company Inc.

DR 91-189
Order No. 20,720

78 NH PUC 12
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 5, 1993
Rate Redesign, Phase 11-B.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

WHEREAS, the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) in Order No.
20,385 in Docket DR 91-189 dated February 7, 1992, ordered Connecticut Valley Electric
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Company ("CVEC") to reconfigure its rates as of January 1993 so as to reflect a peak to off-peak
season price ratio of 1.6 to 1.0; and

WHEREAS, the previous seasonal price ratio of approximately 1.45 to 1.0 had been phased
in as part of an earlier stage of rate redesign order; and

WHEREAS, on December 4, 1992, CVEC filed with the Commission its tariff NHPUC No.
5 - Electric modifying electric service rates in compliance with the rate redesign order; and

WHEREAS, the redesign causes no change in overall revenue or the allocations of revenue
requirements among rate classes; and
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WHEREAS, related changes to the base capacity and energy charges, so as to make those
base charges consistent with this phase of the redesign of retail rates and Commission approved
power costs and purchased power and fuel adjustment charges, have been made to the tariff; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that the rates contained in CVEC's filing are in the public
good; it is hereby
ORDERED, that CVEC implement its rates as described in the proposed tariff; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that CVEC provide all customers with a description of the proposed
changes; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that CVEC file within 15 days of the issuance date of this order
properly annotated compliance tariff pages.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this fifth day of January, 1993.

NH.PUC*01/06/93*[74959]*78 NH PUC 13*Phoenix Network of New Hampshire, Inc.

[Go to End of 74959]

Re Phoenix Network of New Hampshire, Inc.

DE 92-117
Order No. 20,721

78 NH PUC 13
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 6, 1993

Order NISI Granting Petition for Authority to Conduct Business as a Telecommunications Utility
in New Hampshire, and Granting Waiver of Certain Rules.

BY THE COMMISSION:
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ORDER

On June 9, 1992, the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) received a
petition from Phoenix, Inc., since incorporated as Phoenix of New Hampshire, Inc. (Phoenix),
for authority to do business as a telecommunications utility in the state of New Hampshire
(petition) pursuant to, inter alia, RSA 374:22 and RSA 374:26.

WHEREAS, Phoenix proposes to do business as a reseller of intrastate long distance
telephone service; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that interim authority for intrastate competition in the
telecommunications industry is in the public good because it will allow the Commission to
analyze the effects of competition on the local exchange companies' revenue and the resultant
effect on rates; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has determined pursuant to the above finding that it would be
in the public good to allow competitors to offer intrastate long distance service on an interim
basis until the completion of consideration of the generic issue of whether there should be
competition in the intrastate telecommunications market in Docket DE 90-002, the so-called
competition docket; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that Phoenix demonstrated the financial, managerial and
technical ability to offer service as conditioned by this order; and

WHEREAS, Phoenix filed a timely and proper "Motion for Waiver of Accounting Rules,"
specifically NH Admin. Rules Puc 406.03 - Accounting Rules, 409 - Uniform System of
Accounts (USOA), and 407.02 - 407.13 - Forms Required for All Telephone Utilities; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has previously found that granting similar waivers of certain
rules is in the public interest, and granted a similar waiver to U.S. Sprint in Order No. 19,764,
dated March 19, 1990, and to WilTel in Order No. 20,632, dated October 13, 1992; and

WHEREAS, Phoenix represents that it uses Generally Accepted Accounting Practices
(GAAP); and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that granting Phoenix the limited waiver of rules is in the
public interest; and

WHEREAS, the public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in
opposition to said petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing on this matter before the
Commission no later than February 2, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that said petitioner effect said notification by causing an attested
copy of this order to be published once in a newspaper having general statewide circulation, said
publication to be no later than Janu-
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ary 18, 1993. Compliance with this notice provision shall be documented by affidavit to be
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filed with the Commission on or before February 5, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, NISI, that Phoenix's Motion for Waiver of Accounting Rules,
received by the Commission on November 17, 1992, described above, and limited to the
specifically referenced rules, hereby is granted; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, NISI, that Phoenix hereby is granted interim authority to offer
intrastate long distance telephone service in the state of New Hampshire subject to the following
conditions:

1. that said services, as filed in its tariff submitted with the petition and subsequently
amended, shall be offered only on an interim basis until completion of the so-called competition
docket in Docket No. DE 90-002 at which time the authority granted herein may be revoked or
continued on the same or different basis;

2. that Phoenix shall notify each of its customers requesting this service that the service is
approved on an interim basis and said service may be required to be withdrawn at the completion
of the so called competition docket or continued on the same or different basis;

3. that Phoenix shall file tariffs for new services and changes in existing services (other than
rate changes), with effective dates of no less than 30 days after the date the tariffs are filed with
the Commission;

4. that Phoenix shall notify the Commission of a change in rates to be charged the public
within one day after offering service at a rate other than the rates on file with the Commission;

5. that Phoenix shall be subject and responsible for adhering to all statutes and administrative
rules relative to quality and terms and conditions of service, disconnections, deposits and billing
and specifically N.H. Admin. Rules, Puc Chapter 400, except those specifically waived above;

6. that Phoenix shall be subject to all reporting requirements contained in RSA 374:15-19;

7. that Phoenix shall compensate the appropriate Local Exchange Company for originating
and terminating access pursuant to NET Tariff N.H.P.U.C. 78, Switched Access Service Rate or
its relevant equivalent contained in the tariffs of the Independent Local Exchange Companies
until a new access charge is approved by the Commission;

8. that all new service offerings are to be accompanied by a description of the service, rates
and effective dates;

9. that Phoenix shall report all intraLATA minutes of use to the affected Local Exchange
Company. Additionally, Phoenix shall report to the Commission all intraLATA minutes of use,
the Local Exchange Company the minutes of use were reported to, and revenues paid to the
Local Exchange Companies, all data to be reported by service category on a monthly basis;

10. that Phoenix shall report revenues associated with each service on a monthly basis;
11. that Phoenix shall report the number of customers on a monthly basis;

12. that Phoenix shall report percentage interstate usage on a quarterly basis to both the
affected Local Exchange Company and the Commission. Furthermore, each Local Exchange
Company shall file quarterly data with the Commission reporting each access service
subscriber's currently declared percentage interstate usage; and it is
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FURTHER ORDERED, that nothing contained in this order shall be construed to allow
Phoenix to operate outside of the conditions set forth in appropriate Local Exchange Company
tariffs; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this order is subject to modification concerning the above listed
conditions as a result of the Commission's monitoring; and it is
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FURTHER ORDERED, Phoenix file a compliance tariff before beginning operations in
accordance with New Hampshire Admin. Code Puc Part 1600; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the date of this
order, unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to the
effective date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this sixth day of January, 1993.

NH.PUC*01/06/93*[74960]*78 NH PUC 15*AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc.

[Go to End of 74960]

Re AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc.

DE 92-228
Order No. 20,722

78 NH PUC 15
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 6, 1993
Order Nisi Approving AT&T 800 Gold Service, Options 1 and 2.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On December 15, 1992 AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc. (AT&T) filed with
the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) a petition proposing a name
change for AT&T 800 MEGACOM Plus and AT&T 800 READYLINE Plus to AT&T 800 Gold
Service- Nodal and AT&T 800 Gold Service-Switched (the Gold services) respectively, and
seeking to introduce Options 1 and 2 for the Gold services that would unbundle service
guarantees and allow customers to select and pay for options that meet their specific
telecommunications requirements.

WHEREAS, AT&T proposed the filing become effective January 14, 1993; and
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WHEREAS, these changes have also been proposed for AT&T's interstate tariff under the
Federal Communication Commission's jurisdiction, for effect January 2, 1993; and WHEREAS,
the proposed tariff revisions unbundle telephone services for New Hampshire customers thereby
expanding choice and fostering competitive entry and competition in New Hampshire while
allowing the Commission to analyze the effects of competition, which is in the public good; and

WHEREAS, the public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in
opposition to said petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing on this matter before the
Commission no later than February 2, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin Rules Puc 203.01, AT&T cause an
attested copy of this Order Nisi to be published in a newspaper having general circulation in that
portion of the State of New Hampshire in which operations are proposed to be conducted, such
publication to be no later than January 18, 1993 and is to be documented by affidavit filed with
this office on or before February 5, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED NISI, that the following tariff pages of AT&T Tariff PUC No. 1 -
CUSTOM NETWORK SERVICES, are approved:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Table of Contents - 8th Revised Page
- 3rd Revised Page
- 2nd Revised Page

~No Rk

General Regulations - 6th Revised Page 7

AT&T MEGACOM 800 and AT&T 800 Gold Service-Nodal

Section 4 - 3rd Revised Pages 1, 2, 3, 4, 5
- 2nd Revised Pages 6, 7
- Original Pages 8, 9, 10

AT&T 800 READYLINE and AT&T 800 Gold Service-Switched

Section 5 - 2nd Revised Pages 1, 2, 3, 4, 5
- 1st Revised Pages 6, 7, 8
- Original Pages 9, 10;

and it is
FURTHER ORDERED, that AT&T file properly annotated tariff pages in compliance with
this Commission order no later than two weeks from the issuance date of this order; and it is
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FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the date of this
order, unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to the
effective date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this sixth day of January, 1993.

NH.PUC*01/12/93*[74961]*78 NH PUC 16*Atlantic Connections, Ltd.
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Re Atlantic Connections, Ltd.

DE 92-248
Order No. 20,723

78 NH PUC 16
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 12, 1993
Order Suspending Tariff Revisions for Rectification of Administrative Defects in Filing.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

The New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) received tariff revisions
dated December 15, 1992 from Atlantic Connections, Ltd. (ACL); and

WHEREAS, ACL's filing contained various technical deficiencies which delayed staff
review of the filing; and

WHEREAS, ACL made good faith efforts to notify the Staff that it recognized deficiencies
in its filing; and
WHEREAS, the Commission has not completed its review of ACL's filing given the delays
cited above; it is hereby
ORDERED, that ACL's tariff pages:
page 1 - First Revision
page 9 - First Revision
page 10 - First Revision
page 12 - First Revision
page 13 - First Revision
page 14 - First Revision
page 15 - First Revision
page 23 - First Revision
are suspended; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Staff shall expedite review of ACL's above cited tariff
revisions and submit its recommendation to the Commission for consideration; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Staff take appropriate measures to assist ACL in addressing the
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defects in the filing.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this twelfth day of January,
1993.

NH.PUC*01/13/93*[74962]*78 NH PUC 16*ECI Telephone Company, Inc.

[Go to End of 74962]

Re ECI Telephone Company, Inc.

DE 91-133
Order No. 20,724

78 NH PUC 16
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 13, 1993

Order Granting Request for Relief from Fines for Non-Compliance with COCOT Rules Due to
Bankruptcy.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On March 12, 1992, the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) issued
Order No. 20,413 levying a $2000 fine against John Buczynski as president of ECI Telephone
Company, Inc. (ECI) pursuant to RSA 365:42 and a $1000 fine against ECI pursuant to RSA
365:41 and revoked his franchise for failure to comply with N.H. Admin. Rules, Puc chapter
408; and

WHEREAS, on March 24, 1992, Mr. Buczynski submitted a letter to the Commission
requesting relief from the fine imposed by the Commission in Order No. 20,413; and

WHEREAS, Mr. Buczynski pleaded for relief from the fine citing lack of personal and
corporate assets; and

WHEREAS, Mr. Buczynski filed Chapter 7, on May 6, 1992, with the Federal Bankruptcy
Court in Manchester, New Hampshire, case number 92-114161; it is hereby

ORDERED, that Mr. Buczynski's request for relief from the civil penalties imposed by Order
No. 20,413 be granted due to Mr. Buczynski's personal bankruptcy status; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Mr. Buczynski's and ECI's authority to provide COCOT service
shall remain revoked until all outstanding debts owed to NET by ECI or Mr. Buczynski, are paid
to NET; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that NET should follow its normal course of action regarding
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collection of unpaid charges in seeking payment from Mr. Buczynski and ECI Telephone
Co., Inc.; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this docket be closed.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this thirteenth day of January,
1993.

NH.PUC*01/13/93*[74963]*78 NH PUC 17*Belleau Lake Corporation d/b/a Belleau Lake Water System

[Go to End of 74963]

Re Belleau Lake Corporation d/b/a Belleau Lake Water System

DC 92-231
Order No. 20,725

78 NH PUC 17
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 13, 1993
Order to Show Cause Why Utility and Its Agents Should Not Be Fined or Criminally Prosecuted.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

In the fall of 1991 Lakes Region Water Company (Lakes Region), a franchised public water
utility, filed a petition with this Commission requesting authority to purchase a water utility
located in Wakefield, New Hampshire, known as the Belleau Lake Water System; and

WHEREAS, Lakes Region subsequently withdrew its petition; and

WHEREAS, the Belleau Lake Water System was and continues to be an unfranchised public
water utility subject to this Commission's jurisdiction; and

WHEREAS, Belleau Lake Water System's agent, one Ernest R. Belleau, Jr., was notified by
the Commission Staff by letter dated October 30, 1992, after the petition by Lakes Region was
withdrawn that Belleau Lake Water System must apply for a franchise from this Commission
pursuant to RSA 374:22 and 26; and

WHEREAS, the staff also informed Mr. Belleau that Belleau Lake Water System could not
charge rates until it obtained a franchise and a rate order from this Commission; and

WHEREAS, the Commission received a telephone response to this letter from Mr. Belleau
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with no written follow-up; and

WHEREAS, on December 18, 1992, the Commission received a copy of a letter sent to the
customers of the Belleau Lake Water System that the system would be abandoned in eight
months and that homeowners must install their own water system and that the rate for water
would be $130.00; and

WHEREAS, Mr. Belleau has no authority to charge the customers of the Belleau Lake Water
System any rates until they have been reviewed and approved by the Commission pursuant to
RSA chapter 378; and

WHEREAS, Mr. Belleau cannot abandon the system without approval from the Commission
pursuant to RSA 374:28; and

WHEREAS, Commission Order No. 20,711 was signed on December 23, 1992 setting a
show cause hearing for January 13, 1993; and

WHEREAS, Mr. Belleau requested a continuance on January 4, 1993 in order to explore the
possibility of selling the water system; it is hereby

ORDERED, that Ernest R. Belleau, Jr. appear before the New Hampshire Public Utilities
Commission at its offices at 8 Old Suncook Road, Concord, New Hampshire at 10:00 A.M. on
February 11, 1993 to show cause why he or the utility, or the corporation known as the Belleau
Lake Corporation should not be subject to criminal or administrative proceedings pursuant to
inter alia RSA 365:41 and 42; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that all customers be informed that they are not required to make
any payments for water services from the Belleau Lake Water System because no rate has ever
been approved by this Commission; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that all customers of the Belleau Lake Water System be informed
that the water distribution cannot be abandoned without the permission of this Commission; and
itis

FURTHER ORDERED, that Ernest R. Belleau, Jr. serve a copy of this order upon each of
the utility's customers in hand, on or before January 28, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this order supersedes Commission Order No. 20,711.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this thirteenth day of
January, 1993.

NH.PUC*01/13/93*[74964]*78 NH PUC 18*Northern Utilities

[Go to End of 74964]

Re Northern Utilities

DE 91-209
Order No. 20,726
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78 NH PUC 18
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 13, 1993
Petition for Waiver for Gas Main Replacement.

BY THE COMMISSION:
SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER

WHEREAS, Northern Utilities (Applicant or Company) filed a request on November 21,
1991 seeking a waiver from PUC Rule 506.02 (b) which limits the installation and maintenance
of pipelines under highway pavement to internal pressures of 200 pounds per square inch gauge
(psig) and requires the pipe to be enclosed in a casing at highway crossings, and the waiver
would be applicable to the installation of a 12 inch steel pipeline to be operated on Gosling Road
in Portsmouth, New Hampshire; and

WHEREAS, on January 14, 1992 the Commission issued Order No. 20,368 granting the
waiver subject to the following conditions: (a) Maximum operating pressure of the distribution
gas main would be limited to 500 psig maximum unless otherwise approved by the Commission;
(b) All welds would be radiographically inspected; (c) A full time on site inspector would
oversee construction of the entire project; (d) A control valve would be installed at the new take
station for the pipeline which would be remotely controlled and monitored by the Applicant's
Ludlow, Massachusetts dispatch center; and (e) A 6 inch sand padding as depicted in the
attached Figure I, would be utilized in lieu of a mechanical protective coating to protect against
physical damage; and

WHEREAS, on June 2, and June 5, 1992 the Commission's Gas Safety Engineer, conducted
on-site inspections of the project on Gosling Road and found that the inspector was not
performing his duties in accordance with Order No. 20,368, and that the contractor was not
installing a backfill material as specified in the aforementioned order and in accordance with 49
CFR 8192.319(b)(2); and

WHEREAS, on June 19, 1992 the Gas Pipeline Safety Section, in accordance with NHPUC
511.06, issued a Written Formal Notice of Probable Violation (NOPV) of PUC Order No.
20,368, and 49 CFR 8192.319(b)(2); and

WHEREAS, on July 16, 1992 Northern responded in writing and acknowledged its failure to
adhere to the requirements of the order as specified in the NOPV, and explained the immediate
corrective actions the Company had taken to complete the project in compliance; and

WHEREAS; the Commission, expects that all directives and specifications set forth in its
orders be followed in their entirety; it is hereby

ORDERED, that Northern Utilities be fined $500, to be payable on or before March 1, 1993,
for failing to install a backfill material as specified in Order No. 20,368, and 49 CFR
§192.319(b)(2); and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Northern Utilities be fined $5000, for failing to ensure that a
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qualified on-site inspector adequately oversee the construction of the project in accordance with
Order No. 20,368, and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the $5000 fine is hereby suspended subject to the Company
providing written evidence, within thirty (30) days from the date of this order, to the
Commission that management has taken definitive and generic action to address the issues of
inspector qualification and inspector field performance relative to the construction of pipeline
facilities; however, if the Company's inspection practices are not found to be adequate or in
compliance with appropriate State and Federal standards within the next 12 months, the $5,000
fine shall be reimposed.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this thirteenth day of January,
1993.

NH.PUC*01/20/93*[74965]*78 NH PUC 19*Exeter & Hampton Electric Company

[Go to End of 74965]

Re Exeter & Hampton Electric Company

DE 92-233
Order No. 20,727

78 NH PUC 19
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 20, 1993

Order Nisi Granting Authorization for a Crossing of Exeter & Hampton Electric Company Over
Long Pond in the Town of Kingston, New Hampshire.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On December 18, 1992 Unitil Service Corporation for Exeter & Hampton Electric Company
(petitioner) filed with the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) a petition
seeking license under RSA 371:17 for the licensing of an aerial electric line crossing over the
Long Pond in the Town of Kingston, New Hampshire; and

WHEREAS, the original electric line crossing at this site was constructed in 1953 and
subsequently replaced but never formally licensed; and

WHEREAS, the entire crossing consists of a single aerial #1/0 triplex secondary operated at
120/240 volts from Exeter & Hampton Electric pole 1148 on the southwest side of the Long
Pond to Exeter & Hampton Electric pole 1961 on the northeast side of Long Pond, a span of
approximately 405 feet; and
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WHEREAS, a map and profile of the crossing are on file with this commission; and

WHEREAS, the electric line clearance as depicted on Exeter & Hampton drawing EAG0023
meets the requirements of the National Electrical Safety Code; and

WHEREAS, the electric line crossing provides electric service to a customer on the eastern
side of the pond under the petitioner's franchise agreement with the Town of Kingston; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds the above installation and maintenance is necessary to
enable the petitioner to provide service, without substantially affecting the public rights in or
above said waters, and, thus, it is in the public good; and

WHEREAS, the public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in
opposition to said petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing on this matter before the
Commission no later than February 16, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the petitioner effect said notification by: (1) Causing an attested
copy of this order to be published no later than February 1, 1993, once in a newspaper having
general statewide circulation and once in a newspaper having general circulation in the Kingston
area; (2) Providing, pursuant to RSA 541-A:22, a copy of this order to the Kingston Town Clerk,
by First Class U.S. mail, postmarked on or before February 1, 1993; and (3) Documenting
compliance with these notice provisions by affidavit(s) to be filed with the Commission on or
before February 17, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED NISI, that license be, and hereby is granted, pursuant to RSA 371:17
et seq. to Exeter & Hampton Electric Company, 216 Epping Road, Exeter, New Hampshire,
03833 for the installation and maintenance of the aforementioned crossing of an aerial electric
line over the Long Pond in the Town of Kingston, New Hampshire, effective February 19, 1993
unless the Commission otherwise directs prior to the proposed effective date; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that all construction conform to requirements of the National
Electrical Safety Code and other applicable codes mandated by the Town of Kingston.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this twentieth day of January,
1993.

NH.PUC*01/20/93*[74966]*78 NH PUC 20*Network Plus NH, Inc.

[Go to End of 74966]

Re Network Plus NH, Inc.

DE 92-004
Order No. 20,728

78 NH PUC 20
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New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 20, 1993

Order NISI Granting Petition for Authority to Conduct Business as a Telecommunications Utility
in New Hampshire.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On January 6, 1992, the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission)
received a petition from Network Plus, Inc., since incorporated as Network Plus NH, Inc.
(NPNH), for authority to do business as a telecommunications utility in the state of New
Hampshire (petition) pursuant to, inter alia, RSA 374:22 and RSA 374:26.

WHEREAS, NPNH proposes to do business as a reseller of intrastate long distance telephone
service; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that interim authority for intrastate competition in the
telecommunications industry is in the public good because it will allow the Commission to
analyze the effects of competition on the local exchange companies' revenue and the resultant
effect on rates; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has determined pursuant to the above finding that it would be
in the public good to allow competitors to offer intrastate long distance service on an interim
basis until the completion of consideration of the generic issue of whether there should be
competition in the intrastate telecommunications market in Docket DE 90-002, the so-called
competition docket; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that NPNH demonstrated the financial, managerial and
technical ability to offer service as conditioned by this order; and

WHEREAS, the public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in
opposition to said petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing on this matter before the
Commission no later than February 16, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that said petitioner effect said notification by causing an attested
copy of this order to be published once in a newspaper having general statewide circulation, said
publication to be no later than February 1, 1993. Compliance with this notice provision shall be
documented by affidavit to be filed with the Commission on or before February 17, 1993; and it
is

FURTHER ORDERED, NISI, that NPNH hereby is granted interim authority to offer
intrastate long distance telephone service in the state of New Hampshire subject to the following
conditions:

1. that said services, as filed in its tariff submitted with the petition and subsequently
amended, shall be offered only on an interim basis until completion of the so-called competition
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docket in Docket No. DE 90-002 at which time the authority granted herein may be revoked or
continued on the same or different basis;

2. that NPNH shall notify each of its customers requesting this service that the service is
approved on an interim basis and said service may be required to be withdrawn at the completion
of the so called competition docket or continued on the same or different basis;

3. that NPNH shall file tariffs for new services and changes in existing services (other than
rate changes), with effective dates of no less than 30 days after the date the tariffs are filed with
the Commission;

4. that NPNH shall notify the Commission of a change in rates to be charged the public
within one day after offering service at a rate other than the rates on file with the Commission;

5. that NPNH shall be subject and responsible for adhering to all statutes and administrative
rules relative to quality and terms and conditions of service, disconnections, deposits and billing
and specifically N.H. Admin. Rules, Puc Chapter 400, except those specifically waived above;
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6. that NPNH shall be subject to all reporting requirements contained in RSA 374:15-19;

7. that NPNH shall compensate the appropriate Local Exchange Company for originating and
terminating access pursuant to NET Tariff N.H.P.U.C. 78, Switched Access Service Rate or its
relevant equivalent contained in the tariffs of the Independent Local Exchange Companies until a
new access charge is approved by the Commission;

8. that all new service offerings are to be accompanied by a description of the service, rates
and effective dates;

9. that NPNH shall report all intraLATA minutes of use to the affected Local Exchange
Company. Additionally, NPNH shall report to the Commission all intraLATA minutes of use,
the Local Exchange Company the minutes of use were reported to, and revenues paid to the
Local Exchange Companies, all data to be reported by service category on a monthly basis;

10. that NPNH shall report revenues associated with each service on a monthly basis;
11. that NPNH shall report the number of customers on a monthly basis;

12. that NPNH shall report percentage interstate usage on a quarterly basis to both the
affected Local Exchange Company and the Commission. Furthermore, each Local Exchange
Company shall file quarterly data with the Commission reporting each access service
subscriber's currently declared percentage interstate usage; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that nothing contained in this order shall be construed to allow
NPNH to operate outside of the conditions set forth in appropriate Local Exchange Company
tariffs; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this order is subject to modification concerning the above listed
conditions as a result of the Commission's monitoring; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, NPNH file a compliance tariff before beginning operations in
accordance with New Hampshire Admin. Code Puc Part 1600; and it is
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FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the date of this
order, unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to the
effective date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this twentieth day of January,
1993.

NH.PUC*01/21/93*[74967]*78 NH PUC 21*Tamworth Water Works, Inc.

[Go to End of 74967]

Re Tamworth Water Works, Inc.

DR 92-074
Order No. 20,729

78 NH PUC 21
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 21, 1993
Report and Order Approving Revised Stipulation Agreement and Rate Case Expense Recovery.

Appearances: Beverly LaCourse and Randy Lyman on behalf of Tamworth Water Works, Inc.;
Eugene F. Sullivan, 111 on behalf of the Staff of the New Hampshire Public Utilities
Commission.

BY THE COMMISSION:
REPORT
I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Tamworth Water Works, Inc. (Tamworth or the Company) filed for a permanent rate
increase on May 8, 1992 and proposed to make changes to its tariff for providing water service
to its customers in Tamworth, NH. The Company also filed for an emergency rate increase
pursuant to RSA 378:9. In addition, the Company requested waivers from certain filing
requirements as contained in N.H. Admin. Rule Part PUC 1603.03 (b). The waivers were granted
and the tariffs were suspended by Order No. 20,486 (May 20, 1992) pending investigation of the
merits of the requests, and a prehearing conference was scheduled for June 18, 1992.
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Three Tamworth customers appeared at the prehearing conference. Mr. Ken McDavitt
requested and was granted full intervenor status. Mr. Nick Orgettas and Mr. Robert Ames were
granted limited intervenor status. The Commission granted Tamworth an emergency rate
increase of $12,800 on an annualized basis, but authorized the Company to bill only one quarter
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of that amount, or $3,200, on July 1, 1992 in order to allow it to continue in operation during the
pendency of the permanent rate case proceeding. The Commission directed that the emergency
rate authorized was to be reconciled to permanent rates once such rates were finally established.
The Commission granted the parties and Staff one week in which to propose an allocation of the
emergency rates and to propose a procedural schedule, including a public hearing during the
month of July, if possible. On June 25, 1992 the Staff filed a Motion for Allocation of
Emergency Rate Increase and Adoption of Procedural Schedule with the concurrence of all
parties. On July 6, 1992 the Commission issued Order No. 20,529 approving the recommended
procedural schedule and the method of allocating the emergency rate increase.

On July 20, 1992 a duly noticed public hearing was held at the Tamworth Town House in
Tamworth.

On August 28, 1992, the Staff filed written testimony of Mark A. Naylor regarding revenue
requirement, rate base calculation, and other financial matters; Scott W. Harrold regarding cost
of capital; James L. Lenihan regarding rate design; and Douglas W. Brogan regarding
engineering issues and system improvements. Intervenor McDavitt did not submit testimony.

On September 3, 1992 Staff and the Company met to explore the possibility of reaching
agreement on some or all of the issues in the case. Intervenor McDavitt did not attend these
discussions.

On the day of the scheduled hearing on the merits, Tamworth and the Staff presented the
original Rate Case Stipulation Agreement, dated September 10, 1992. Following the hearing, on
September 29, 1992 the Commission issued Order No. 20,614 approving the Stipulation
Agreement and setting new permanent rates for Tamworth. Since the issuance of that Order, the
Commission received numerous comments and complaints regarding certain aspects of the rate
design. After a review of those comments and complaints, including the solicitation of customer
comments with respect to the revised Stipulation, Staff and the Company have presented the
revised Stipulation to the Commission for approval. Said revised Stipulation is attached hereto as
Exhibit 1.

I1. REVISED STIPULATION AGREEMENT

The revisions to the original Stipulation Agreement raise the annual rate for water service to
$168.03 from the previously approved $156.24 by changing the number of billable units from
114 to 106. Each billable unit is an equivalent residential customer, with large commercial
customers charged as multiples of residential users. The Company's revenue requirement
remains at $17,812. The parties agree to the following specific changes:

Tamworth Inn is adjusted downward from 16 units to 10 units.

Knitting Factory is adjusted downward from 2 units to 1 unit, and is counted in the
residential units.

Remicks General Store is adjusted downward from 2 units to 1 unit, and is counted in
the commercial units.

I1l1. RATE CASE EXPENSES
A. Tamworth Water Works, Inc.
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Tamworth has submitted for recovery from its customers rate case expenses in the amount of
$9,917.43. The Company did not request a specific period for such recovery.

B. Commission Staff

Staff has recommended that $8,324.93 be recovered in a surcharge to the original 59 billing
accounts over a period of five years. This would result in a quarterly surcharge of $7.06. Staff
based this recommendation on exclusion of $1,373.75 for review and analysis of bookkeeping
records and $218.75 for preparation of annual report, suggesting that these
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expenses were not related to the rate case. Staff further indicated that it would not be
opposed to a somewhat shorter period for recovery, suggesting a four year surcharge of $8.82 per
billing account per quarter.

IV. COMMISSION ANALYSIS

The Commission finds the proposed changes to the rate design in the calculation of
customers, or billable units, to be reasonable in the absence of individual water meters. Given the
nature of unmetered rates, it is very difficult to arrive at a rate design that is equitable to all
involved. We find that the additional information that was supplied to the Company and the Staff
necessitate adjustments to enhance the equity of the existing rate design. The Commission notes
that the provision of a metering plan by the Company during 1993, as anticipated in the original
Stipulation Agreement, remains in place and will ultimately provide the most equitable means of
pricing water service to the Tamworth customers. The revised Stipulation of the Staff and the
Company, appended hereto as Exhibit #1, is therefore accepted and incorporated into this Report
and Order.

The Commission accepts Staff's recommendations on the amount of rate case expense to be
recovered from Tamworth customers. A four year recovery of these expenses appears to be
reasonable in order to balance the on-going financial requirements of the utility with the fairly
substantial increase in costs to its customers each quarter.

Our Order will issue accordingly.
Concurring: January 21, 1993
ORDER
In consideration of the foregoing report which is made a part hereof; it is hereby
ORDERED, that the revised stipulation appended hereto as exhibit #1 is accepted; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Tamworth is authorized to recover $8,324.93 in rate case
expenses with a billing surcharge of $8.82 per billing account over a four year period; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Company file revised tariff pages to reflect the revised rates
in the foregoing report for service rendered on or after the effective date of this Order.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this twenty-first day of January,
1993.
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ATTACHMENT
Exhibit No. 1
REVISED RATE CASE STIPULATION AGREEMENT

This Agreement is entered into this 15th day of January, 1993, by and between Tamworth
Water Works, Inc. (Tamworth) and the Staff of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
(Commission), with the intent of resolving all of the issues that were raised or could have been
raised by Tamworth and the Staff concerning revenues and rates in the above-captioned case.

I. INTRODUCTION

Tamworth filed for a permanent rate increase on May 8, 1992 and proposed to make changes
to its tariff for providing water service to its customers in Tamworth, NH. The Company also
filed for an emergency rate increase pursuant to RSA 378:9. The tariffs were suspended by Order
No. 20,486 (May 20, 1992) pending review of the filings by Staff. A prehearing conference was
scheduled for June 18, 1992,

Three Tamworth customers appeared at the prehearing conference. Ken McDavitt requested
and was granted full intervenor status. At the prehearing conference, the Commission granted
Tamworth's request for an emergency rate increase in the amount of $3,200 for the quarterly
billing on July 1, 1992, to be reconciled to the permanent rates as finally determined in this
docket. On July 6, 1992 the Commission issued Order No. 20,529 approving a procedural
schedule and the allocation of the emergency rate increase agreed to by the parties.

On August 28, 1992, the Staff filed written testimony of Mark A. Naylor regarding rate base
calculations and other financial matters; Scott W. Harrold regarding cost of capital;
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James L. Lenihan regarding rate design; and Douglas W. Brogan regarding engineering
issues and system improvements. Intervenor McDavitt did not submit testimony. Tamworth, Mr.
McDavitt and the Staff have engaged in extensive discovery in anticipation of the hearing on the
merits set for September 10, 1992.

On September 3, 1992, Tamworth and the Staff discussed all rate issues in order to explore
the possibility of reaching agreement on some or all of the issues in the case. Though aware of
the meeting, intervenor McDavitt did not attend the settlement conference. This Stipulation is the
result of Tamworth's rate filing, all testimony, exhibits, data requests and responses and the
settlement discussions between Tamworth and the Staff.

Following the hearing on the merits on September 10, 1992, the Commission issued Order
No. 20,614 on September 29, 1992 approving the original Stipulation dated September 10. Since
issuance of that order, however, the Commission and Staff have received comments, inquiries
and objections to some aspects of the rate design changes. The Staff investigated those
complaints and concluded that neither the Staff nor Tamworth were fully aware of a few
important factors when developing the original Stipulation. This revised Agreement, therefore,
has been developed by the Staff and Tamworth to address the identified problems with the
original Stipulation, and is presented to the Commission for their approval.
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I1. COMPONENTS OF AGREEMENT
A. Cost of Capital

Tamworth and the Staff stipulate to a cost of capital of 10.00%, based on a capital structure
of 100% debt. This amount is slightly lower than the amount proposed by Tamworth in its
prefiled testimony.

B. Revenue Requirement

Tamworth and the Staff stipulate to a revenue requirement of $17,812 as detailed on
Attachment 1. The overall revenue increase stipulated to is $14,503 or 438% over test year
revenue of $3,309. This increase is due primarily to vastly increased expenses and the
considerable amount of new plant added in recent years.

Tamworth and the Staff stipulate to a rate base 0f$30,454 for Tamworth as detailed on
Attachment 2. This amount differs from that proposed by Tamworth, primarily because
Tamworth bills in advance; the cash working capital allowance, therefore, is properly a
deduction from rate base rather than an increase.

C. Rate Design

Tamworth has previously billed 59 customers each quarter, with its tariff specifying a fixed
charge plus a charge for each fixture in all structures receiving service. Tamworth and the Staff
stipulate to altering Tamworth's tariff so that each residential living unit is treated as one
customer, and commercial customers are assigned an estimated usage and that usage is translated
into an annual fee which is a multiple of "an equivalent residential user". Thus, if the estimated
usage of a business or commercial customer were three times the average use of the residential
customer, it would be assigned an amount equal to three times the annual fee for the residential
customer. Tamworth's rate, therefore, will be $168.03 annually or $42.01 quarterly, based on a
total of 106 equivalent customers. This total of 106 customers is comprised of the following:

70 Residential users: Each single family home or each apartment unit is assigned the
equivalent of one user, regardless of size of living unit or number of inhabitants.

36 Commercial users assigned the following equivalents:
Tamworth Inn - 10 users
McCarthy Office units - 5 users
Bed & Breakfast facility; Town Garage - 3 users each
Center of Hope; Barnstormers Theater; Truck Garden - 2 users each
Remicks General Store; Town Hall; Town Library; Real Estate Office; Fire Department;
Historical Society; Town Offices; The Other Store; NYNEX Offices - 1 user each
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D. Metering

Tamworth and Staff agree that metering is appropriate for the system and will be installed
within the next few years, after supply and storage improvements have been made. A detailed
metering plan will be submitted by Tamworth no later than June, 1993. Upon installation of
meters, customers will be responsible for maintenance and any necessary upgrades of interior
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plumbing and will be charged on a usage basis for water consumption.
E. Capital Improvements

Staff and Tamworth stipulate to the following schedule for capital improvements: 1.
Development by February, 1993 of an original, to-scale system map indicating whatever
knowledge Tamworth has of mains currently in service including size, extent, side of road,
approximate age, material, valve locations, and buildings served. 2. Submission of the following
items by June, 1993:

a. Supply study completed in relation to item 3.a. below

b. Tank proposal including type, size, location, any necessary related improvements such as
to the existing transmission main from the springhouse, and cost

c. Proposed schedule for distribution system upgrades

d. Proposed schedule for implementation of corrosion control

e. Proposed schedule for construction of pump station

f. Detailed customer metering plan 3. Completion of the following by July 1, 1994:
a. Development of source(s) of supply having a total safe yield of 50,000 GPD.

b. Installation of 20,000 gallons of storage.

c. Staff is willing to consider a lessening of the above 50,000 GPD and 20,000 gallon figures
based on additional information such as meter readings, engineering studies, etc., but Tamworth
will bear the burden of proof in requesting any such lessening.

Tamworth and the Staff also stipulate to step adjustments to be available to Tamworth in
order to provide for the recovery of capital improvements listed above without the necessity of a
full rate case. The parties agree to a total of no more than three (3) step adjustments over the four
(4) year period following the issuance of a final order by the Commission in this docket.

F. Rate Case Expenses

Tamworth and the Staff stipulate that rate case expenses will be recovered in a surcharge to
customers over a period of time to be determined. Tamworth will submit its detailed invoices for
Staff review at the conclusion of this docket.

G. Emergency Rate Reconciliation

Tamworth and the Staff stipulate to a recoupment of the difference between the emergency
rate authorized by the Commission and the permanent rate as outlined in this stipulation
agreement. This amount of $1,253 is to be recovered in full in the October 1, 1992 billing period,
allocated equally among all customers. In addition, the Company will reconcile each customer's
July 1 billing, which was based on the existing tariff, with the new fixed quarterly rate outlined
in this stipulation agreement.

H. Franchise Area

Staff and Tamworth agree that Tamworth's franchise (service area) will be the village of
Tamworth within the Town of Tamworth, with the maximum extent in any direction defined by
the furthest building currently served along each road as shown on the 1963 system map now
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being updated. Tamworth agrees that it
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is willing to serve existing customers and any new customers requesting service within this
area. Once initial improvements due by July 1, 1994 are in place and in service, Tamworth may
petition the Commission to extend the boundaries of its franchise area.

|. Tariff Provisions

Tamworth will submit revised tariff pages within 10 days of issuance of an order, to
incorporate the following:

1. Revision of the service area as stated above.

2. Deletion of paragraph 2, which requires Commission approval for extension of service on
existing mains.

3. Addition to paragraph 4 stating that where mains are on private property, the customer will
be responsible for the service pipe from the main as indicated on the system map.

4. Addition to paragraph 5 of a statement to the effect that "customer shall be responsible to
provide plumbing of sufficient quality and strength to accept a meter horn™.

5. Deletion of paragraph 12, consisting of conditions for installation of individual booster
pumps.

6. Revision of rate page to include, in addition to the other provisions described in this
stipulation, a statement under "Terms of Payment" that bills will be rendered quarterly in
advance.

J. Customer Notice

Tamworth agrees to provide notice to customers within seven business days of issuance of a
final order in this docket, such notice to include 1) the immediate rate impact, 2) notification that
system improvements will be made and rate case expenses authorized that will have additional
rate impact, with some indication of amount and time frame, and 3) that questions or concerns
may be directed to Tamworth or to the Commission, with phone numbers provided. Tamworth
agrees to submit the proposed notice to Staff for approval before issuance.

1. IMPLEMENTATION OF AGREEMENT

Tamworth and the Staff stipulate that tariffs in compliance with the rate increase addressed
above be filed no later than ten (10) days after the Commission's order approving this
Stipulation.

IV. CONDITIONS

A. The making of this Stipulation shall not be deemed in any respect to constitute an
admission by any party but instead is entered into for the purpose of resolving matters efficiently
and without resort to litigation.

B. This Stipulation is expressly conditioned upon the Commission's acceptance of all of its
provisions, without change or condition. If the Commission does not accept it in its entirety, the
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Stipulation shall be deemed to be null and void and without effect, and shall not constitute any
part of the record in the proceeding and shall not be used for any other purpose.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Tamworth Water Works, Inc. and the Public Utilities
Commission Staff have caused this Stipulation to be duly executed in their respective names by
their agents, each being fully authorized to do so.

TAMWORTH WATER WORKS, INC. Dated: 1-15-93 By: L.R. Lyman - Gen. Mgr.

N.H. PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION STAFF Dated: 1-15-93 By: E.F. Sullivan |1l for
Amy Ignatius

NH.PUC*01/22/93*[74968]*78 NH PUC 27*Atlantic Connections, Ltd.

[Go to End of 74968]

Re Atlantic Connections, Ltd.

DE 92-248
Order No. 20,730

78 NH PUC 27
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 22, 1993
Order Approving Tariff Revisions.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

The New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) issued Order No. 20,723, in
DE 92-248, on January 12, 1993, suspending tariff revisions dated December 15, 1992 received
from Atlantic Connections, Ltd. (ACL); and

WHEREAS, ACL's filing contained various technical deficiencies which have been rectified
by ACL's revised filing, dated January 13, 1993; and

WHEREAS, the Staff, as directed by the Commission, reviewed ACL's second tariff revision
and took appropriate measures to assist ACL in addressing the defects in the filing; it is hereby

ORDERED, that ACL's tariff pages:
page 1 - First Revision
page 9 - First Revision
page 10 - First Revision
page 12 - Second Revision in Lieu of First Revision

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 40



PURbase

page 13 - Second Revision in Lieu of First Revision
page 14 - First Revision
page 15 - First Revision
page 23 - First Revision
are approved; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that nothing contained in this order shall be construed to allow ACL
to operate outside of the conditions set forth in appropriate Local Exchange Company tariffs; and
itis

FURTHER ORDERED, that ACL will file a compliance tariff within (15) fifteen days of this
order in accordance with New Hampshire Admin. Code Puc Part 1600.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this twenty-second day of
January, 1993.

NH.PUC*01/25/93*[74969]*78 NH PUC 27*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 74969]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire

DE 92-080
Order No. 20,731

78 NH PUC 27
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 25, 1993
Order Granting Protective Treatment.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On November 20, 1992, Conservation Law Foundation (CLF) filed its Second Preliminary
Information Requests with Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH), asking PSNH,
in requests 1(b), 2(g), 4, and 5 to provide information relative to NOXx reduction processes; and

WHEREAS, by motion dated December 24, 1992, PSNH requested a protective order
limiting public access and a restriction on the parties' use of the data contained in the responses
to the above referenced Information Requests; and

WHEREAS, the parties and Staff concurred in the motion; and
WHEREAS, PSNH's assertion that the responses to the above referenced Information
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Requests contain confidential and proprietary material of a competitive nature establishes a
prima facie showing that the information qualifies for exemption from the general provisions of
RSA Chapter 91-A; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the Motion For a Protective Order filed by PSNH is granted ; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Commission expressly reserves its right to reconsider this
order in light of RSA Chapter 91-A on its own motion or any party or member of the public
during the evidentiary phase of this docket, should the documents be proffered as a part of the
record.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-fifth day of
January, 1993.

NH.PUC*01/25/93*[74970]*78 NH PUC 28*Fryeburg Water Company

[Go to End of 74970]

Re Fryeburg Water Company

DR 92-175
Order No. 20,732

78 NH PUC 28
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 25, 1993

Supplemental Order Approving Permanent Rates for Fryeburg Water Company Customers
Served in New Hampshire.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On September 21, 1992, Fryeburg Water Company (Company), a public utility engaged in
the business of supplying water service in the State of Maine, as well as a limited area in the
State of New Hampshire, filed with the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
(commission) revisions to its effective tariff which if approved would cover the customers served
in the Town of East Conway, New Hampshire; and

WHEREAS, on October 28, 1992, the New Hampshire commission suspended the proposed
tariff pages for those customers served in East Conway which would have resulted in a 10.1%
increase over current rates on file with the commission; and

WHEREAS, the Maine Commission, on January 6, 1993 issued an order approving a
stipulation and revised schedule of rates for the customers in Fryeburg, Maine; and

WHEREAS, the approved rate increase would result in a rate increase of 8.5%, or an
© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 42



PURbase

increase in annual revenues of $16,799.00; and

WHEREAS, this commission is satisfied with the deliberation and decision of the Maine
Commission and finds it in the best interest of the approximately 40 New Hampshire customers
served by Fryeburg Water Company; and

WHEREAS, this commission does note that the water company rate design contains a three
step declining block rate and also contains a minimum charge which includes a consumption
allowance; and

WHEREAS, in recent rate cases the New Hampshire commission has eliminated a declining
rate block structure as well as an allowance in the minimum charge for those water companies
served in this state and therefore puts the company on notice that staff, upon submission of future
rate cases of Fryeburg Water Company, may request that in the absence of cost justification for
declining block rate that the customers be charged a flat consumption rate and that allowances in
the minimum charge be discontinued,; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the approved rates reflecting the $16,799.00 annual increase in revenues or
8.5% rate increase over existing rates, be approved for effect for those customers served in East
Conway, New Hampshire; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, Fryeburg Water Company submit water tariff pages for service
rendered on or after the date of the Maine commission order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that such revised tariff pages shall be annotated with the date and
number of this order.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this twenty-fifth day of
January, 1993.

NH.PUC*01/25/93*[74971]*78 NH PUC 28*Trans National Communications, Inc. dba Members Long Distance
Advantage (MLDA)

[Go to End of 74971]

Re Trans National Communications, Inc. dba Members Long Distance
Advantage (MLDA)

DE 92-007
Order No. 20,733

78 NH PUC 28
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 25, 1993
Order Granting Protective Treatment.

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 43



PURbase

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On January 13, 1992, the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission received a petition
from Trans National Communications, Inc. (TNC) for authority to do business as a
telecommunications utility in the state of New Hampshire pursuant to, inter alia, RSA 374:22
and RSA 374:26; and

WHEREAS, the staff of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Staff) and TNC
have engaged in discovery through a series of data requests and data responses; and

WHEREAS, the Staff has requested specific financial information, and the public good
Page 28

requires review of the commercially sensitive information of TNC; and

WHEREAS, TNC, in its response of December 21, 1992, provided specific financial
information, asserting that "the information is commercially sensitive"; and

WHEREAS, TNC, in its response of December 21, 1992, petitioned that confidential
treatment be afforded the commercially sensitive information; and

WHEREAS, confidentiality of documents filed with public agencies is governed by RSA
Chapter 91-A; and

WHEREAS, RSA 91-A:5 IV exempts from public disclosure, inter alia, "...confidential,
commercial, or financial information..."; and

WHEREAS, it appears that the information submitted by TNC is commercially sensitive and
subject to an exemption to RSA 91-A:5; it is hereby

ORDERED, that TNC's request for confidential treatment is granted to allow Staff review of
the financial and otherwise commercially sensitive information; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this order is subject to the ongoing rights of the Commission,
on its own motion or on the motion of Staff, or any party or member of the public, to reconsider
this order in light of the standards of RSA 91-A.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this twenty-fifth day of
January, 1993.

NH.PUC*01/25/93*[74972]*78 NH PUC 29*Generic Investigation into Natural Gas Transportation Service and
Rates

[Go to End of 74972]

Re Generic Investigation into Natural Gas Transportation Service and
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Rates

DE 91-149
Order No. 20,734

78 NH PUC 29
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 25, 1993

Report and Order Denying Motion of EnergyNorth Natural Gas, Inc. and Northern Utilities, Inc.
for Rehearing of Order No. 20,700 Regarding Designation of Staff.

Appearances: Ransmeier & Spellman by Dom S. D'’Ambruoso, Esg. and John T. Alexander, Esg.
for Anheuser-Busch Companies, Inc.; McLane, Graf, Raulerson and Middleton by Jacqueline L.
Killgore, Esg. for EnergyNorth Natural Gas, Inc.; LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby & MacRae by Paul
Connolly, Esg. and Meabh Purcell, Esq. for Northern Utilities, Inc.; Devine, Millimet and
Branch by Frederick J. Coolbroth, Esg. and Anu S. Mather, Esqg. for Sprague Energy Corp.;
Gerald M. Eaton, Esqg. for Public Service Company of New Hampshire; Business and Industry
Association by Kenneth A. Colburn; Michael W. Holmes, Esg. of Office of Consumer Advocate
for residential ratepayers; Amy Ignatius, Esq. for the New Hampshire Public Utilities
Commission.

BY THE COMMISSION:
REPORT
I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

An Order of Notice was issued by the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
(Commission) in this proceeding on November 20, 1991, pursuant to a petition by
Anheuser-Busch Companies, Inc. (Anheuser-Busch) for the purpose of commencing a generic
investigation into natural gas transportation service and rates. Intervention was granted to the
Business and Industry Association (BIA), Northern Utilities (Northern), EnergyNorth Natural
Gas, Inc. (ENGI), Public Service Company of New Hampshire and Northeast Utilities Service
Company (PSNH) and Sprague Energy Corp. (Sprague).

Page 29

On December 1, 1992, ENGI and Northern jointly filed a Motion to Designate Staff, which
the Commission denied in Report and Order No. 20,700 (December 15, 1992). On January 4,
1993, ENGI and Northern jointly filed a Motion for Rehearing, to which Anheuser- Busch,
Sprague and Commission Staff (Staff) individually objected on January 7, 1993.

1. POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES AND STAFF
A. ENGI and Northern

ENGI and Northern jointly filed a Motion for Rehearing, arguing that this case is "contested"
under the meaning of RSA 541-A:16 and that because there were discussions with less than all
parties to the case, those discussions were by their nature "ex parte."
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B. Anheuser-Busch

Anheuser-Busch objected to the Motion for Rehearing, incorporating its earlier arguments in
opposition to the original Motion to Designate Staff and argued that the Commission did not err
in denying that motion, as Mr. McCluskey was not so committed to a particular result as to be
unable to advise the Commissioners fairly and that there is no showing of actual bias on the part
of the Commission. Further, Anheuser-Busch notes that ENGI and Northern raised for the first
time on rehearing its argument that RSA 363:12-c governed this issue.

C. Sprague

Sprague objected to the Motion for Rehearing, also asserting that RSA 363:12-c was raised
for the first time in the Motion for Rehearing as such is not properly before the Commission and
that there has been no showing of actual bias on the part of the Commission.

D. PSNH

PSNH, though a party, took no position on the Motion to Designate or Motion for Rehearing.
E. BIA

BIA, though a party, took no position on the Motion to Designate or Motion for Rehearing.
F. OCA

OCA, though a party supporting the Motion to Designate at during a discussion of the
Motion in the course of the hearings, took no formal position on the Motion to Designate or the
Motion for Rehearing.

G. Commission Staff

Staff objected to the Motion for Rehearing, arguing that the case is not "contested" under the
meaning of RSA 541-A and therefore, the prohibitions against ex parte communications do not
apply. Further, there has been no showing of any lack of impartiality by the Commissioners.

I11. COMMISSION ANALYSIS

We have reviewed the Motion for Rehearing and Objections filed by Anheuser-Busch,
Sprague and the Staff. We do not find Northern and ENGI's arguments persuasive. For the most
part they are arguments previously made in the original Motion to Designate Staff and rejected
in Order No. 20,700.

As noted in the objections, this is a generic proceeding, investigating the policy
considerations to be addressed when determining under what conditions natural gas should be
made available to "non-firm" customers of New Hampshire's local distribution companies
(LDCs). As such it is not "contested™” under the meaning of the Administrative Procedures Act.
Because this is not a contested case, discussions between staff members and some of the parties
to this case are not "ex parte” communications.

We note, again, that the ultimate question regarding impartiality must focus on the
impartiality of the Commissioners as decisionmakers. Appeal of the Office of Consumer
Advocate, 134 N.H. 651, 660 (1991). There has been no showing that we as Commissioners have
been anything less than fair and impartial,
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or that we are unable to continue to operate in an impartial manner through the course of this
proceeding. We reject the suggestion that allowing Mr. McCluskey to act as an advisor to the
Commission will "irreparably taint™ the impartiality of the Commission.

As noted in the objections filed by Anheuser-Busch and Sprague, arguments regarding the
applicability of RSA 363:12-c were not contained within the original Motion to Designate Staff,
and Northern and ENGI have not advanced any basis why that argument could not have been
raised in the original Motion. As such, we will reject that argument as not properly raised.
Appeal of Campaign for Ratepayers' Rights, 133 N.H. 480, 484 (1990). We deny, therefore, the
Motion for Rehearing.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Concurring: January 25, 1993
ORDER
Upon consideration of the foregoing report which is made a part hereof; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the Motion for Rehearing of Order No. 20,700 filed by EnergyNorth
Natural Gas, Inc. and Northern Utilities, Inc. regarding designation of Staff is denied.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-fifth day of
January, 1993.

NH.PUC*01/26/93*[74973]*78 NH PUC 31*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative

[Go to End of 74973]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative

DR 92-244
Order No. 20,735

78 NH PUC 31
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 26, 1993
Order Suspending Tariffs and Setting Prehearing Conference.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER
On December 30, 1992, New Hampshire Electric Cooperative (NHEC or Cooperative) filed

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 47



PURbase

testimony and exhibits supporting new tariff pages to its currently effective tariff to implement
two new Standby and Supplemental Service rates for customers who have on- site generating
unit(s) which are normally used to supply all or a portion of the customer's power and energy
requirements; and

WHEREAS, NHEC has provided a cost study supporting five distinct cost components
associated with standby service; and

WHEREAS, a thorough investigation is necessary prior to a decision by this commission on
the merits; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the proposed tariff pages are suspended pending further review; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that a prehearing conference be held, pursuant to RSA Chapter
541-A:16, V, before said Public Utilities Commission at its offices in Concord, located at 8 Old
Suncook Road, Building #1, in said state at 10:00 a.m. on February 11, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin. Rules Puc 203.01, the petitioner shall
notify all persons desiring to be heard by causing a copy of this notice to be published once in a
newspaper having general circulation in that portion of the state in which operations are
conducted, such publication to be no later than February 4, 1993 and shall be documented by
affidavit filed with this office on or before February 11, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to RSA 541-A:17 and Puc 203.02, any party seeking
to intervene in the proceeding shall submit a motion to intervene with a copy to the petitioner
and commission on or before February 9, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that, pursuant to N.H. Admin. Rules, Puc 201.05, the commission
hereby waives, in part, the fourteen day notification requirement of N.H. Admin. Rules, Puc
203.01(a); and it is

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this twenty-sixth day of
January, 1993.

NH.PUC*01/26/93*[74974]*78 NH PUC 32*New England Telephone Company

[Go to End of 74974]

Re New England Telephone Company

DR 92-105
Order No. 20,736

78 NH PUC 32
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 26, 1993
Order Authorizing Interim Approval of Centrex Special Contract No. 92-4, with The Cheshire
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Medical Center.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On June 2, 1992, New England Telephone (NET or the company) petitioned for commission
approval of a special contract to provide The Cheshire Medical Center with Digital Centrex
Service; and

WHEREAS, the costs contained in this contract are based on the cost study methodology
approved by the commission in docket DR 88-172, Report and Order No. 19,260, dated
December 12, 1988, in which the commission found that NET had met its burden of proof that
the proposed rates covered the costs of providing service; and

WHEREAS, the commission will reserve judgment on whether the methodology used in DR
88-172 is the most appropriate method for determining NET's costs of service until, as required
in Report and Order No. 20,082, dated March 11, 1991, NET includes an analysis of the
incremental costs of Centrex service when filing its updated Incremental Cost Study in 1993
(1993 ICS); and

WHEREAS, The Cheshire Medical Center has available competitive substitutes for Centrex
service in the form of customer owned private branch exchanges; and

WHEREAS, it is likely that the service that is the subject of this special contract will fall
under the heading of an emergingly competitive service which will receive more relaxed
regulatory treatment and pricing flexibility; it is hereby

ORDERED NISI, that New England Telephone's Special Centrex contract with The Cheshire
Medical Center be approved; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the rates for this contract be subject to review following the
completion of the updated NET Incremental Cost Study to be supplied in 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that NET provide an analysis comparing the rates in this contract to
the costs identified in the 1993 ICS, citing the location in the 1993 ICS of each component used
to determine the incremental cost of Centrex service, no later than 30 days after submission of
the 1993 ICS; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the parties are hereby put on notice that the commission will
review NET's analysis of the costs identified in the 1993 ICS with the rates in this contract and,
if after adequate opportunity to be heard, the commission finds that the contract rates are below
their incremental costs, the commission will take appropriate action which may include
modification or withdrawal of approval; and it is FURTHER ORDERED, that upon finding that
the contract rates are below their incremental costs, NET stockholders will make up the
deficiency between the rates charged and the incremental cost, for the period during which rates
for this service did not recover their costs; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin Rules PUC 203.01, the company cause
an attested copy of this Order Nisi to be published once in a newspaper having general
circulation in that portion of the state in which operations are proposed to be conducted, such
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publication to be no later than February 8, 1993 and it is to be documented by affidavit filed with
this office on or before February 25, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that any interested party may file written comments or request an
opportunity to be heard in this matter no later than February 23, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective thirty days from the date of this
order, unless the commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order prior to the effective
date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this twenty-sixth day of
January, 1993.

NH.PUC*01/26/93*[74975]*78 NH PUC 33*New England Telephone Company

[Go to End of 74975]

Re New England Telephone Company

DR 92-211
Order No. 20,737

78 NH PUC 33
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 26, 1993

Order Authorizing Interim Approval of Centrex Special Contract No. 92-5, with North Atlantic
Energy Service Corporation.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On October 29, 1992, New England Telephone (NET or the company) petitioned for
commission approval of a special contract to provide North Atlantic Energy Service Corporation
(NAESC) with Analog Centrex Service; and

WHEREAS, the costs contained in this contract are based on the cost study methodology
approved by the commission in docket DR 88-172, Report and Order No. 19,260, dated
December 12, 1988, in which the commission found that NET had met its burden of proof that
the proposed rates covered the costs of providing service; and

WHEREAS, the commission will reserve judgment on whether the methodology used in DR
88-172 is the most appropriate method for determining NET's costs of service until, as required
in Report and Order No. 20,082, dated March 11, 1991, NET includes an analysis of the
incremental costs of Centrex service when filing its updated Incremental Cost Study in 1993
(1993 ICS); and
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WHEREAS, NAESC has available competitive substitutes for Centrex service in the form of
customer owned private branch exchanges; and

WHEREAS, it is likely that the service that is the subject of this special contract will fall
under the heading of an emergingly competitive service which will receive more relaxed
regulatory treatment and pricing flexibility; it is hereby

ORDERED NISI, that New England Telephone's Special Centrex contract with NAESC be
approved; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the rates for this contract be subject to review following the
completion of the updated NET Incremental Cost Study to be supplied in 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that NET provide an analysis comparing the rates in this contract to
the costs identified in the 1993 ICS, citing the location in the 1993 ICS of each component used
to determine the incremental cost of Centrex service, no later than 30 days after submission of
the 1993 ICS; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the parties are hereby put on notice that the commission will
review NET's analysis of the costs identified in the 1993 ICS with the rates in this contract and,
if after adequate opportunity to be heard, the commission finds that the contract rates are below
their incremental costs, the commission will take appropriate action which may include
modification or withdrawal of approval; and it is FURTHER ORDERED, that upon finding that
the contract rates are below their incremental costs, NET stockholders will make up the
deficiency between the rates charged and the incremental cost, for the period during which rates
for this service did not recover their costs; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin Rules PUC 203.01, the company cause
an attested copy of this Order Nisi to be published once in a newspaper having general
circulation in that portion of the state in which operations are proposed to be conducted, such
publication to be no later than February 8, 1993 and it is to be documented by affidavit filed with
this office on or before February 25, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that any interested party may file written comments or request an
opportunity to be heard in this matter no later than February 23, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective thirty days from the date of this
order, unless the commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order prior to the effective
date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this twenty-sixth day of
January, 1993.

NH.PUC*01/26/93*[74976]*78 NH PUC 34*Excel Telecommunications, Inc.

[Go to End of 74976]
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Re Excel Telecommunications, Inc.

DE 92-128
Order No. 20,738

78 NH PUC 34
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
January 26, 1993

Order NISI Granting Petition for Authority to Conduct Business as a Telecommunications Utility
in New Hampshire.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On June 22, 1992, the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) received a
petition from Excel Telecommunications, Inc., since incorporated as Excel Telecommunications,
Inc. of New Hampshire (Excel), for authority to do business as a telecommunications utility in
the state of New Hampshire (petition) pursuant to, inter alia, RSA 374:22 and RSA 374:26.

WHEREAS, Excel proposes to do business as a reseller of intrastate long distance telephone
service; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that interim authority for intrastate competition in the
telecommunications industry is in the public good because it will allow the Commission to
analyze the effects of competition on the local exchange companies' revenue and the resultant
effect on rates; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has determined pursuant to the above finding that it would be
in the public good to allow competitors to offer intrastate long distance service on an interim
basis until the completion of consideration of the generic issue of whether there should be
competition in the intrastate telecommunications market in Docket DE 90-002, the so-called
competition docket; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that Excel demonstrated the financial, managerial and
technical ability to offer service as conditioned by this order; and

WHEREAS, the public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in
opposition to said petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing on this matter before the
Commission no later than February 23, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that said petitioner effect said notification by causing an attested
copy of this order to be published once in a newspaper having general statewide circulation, said
publication to be no later than February 8, 1993. Compliance with this notice provision shall be
documented by affidavit to be filed with the Commission on or before February 25, 1993; and it
is
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FURTHER ORDERED, NISI, that Excel hereby is granted interim authority to offer
intrastate long distance telephone service in the state of New Hampshire subject to the following
conditions:

1. that said services, as filed in its tariff submitted with the petition and subsequently
amended, shall be offered only on an interim basis until completion of the so-called competition
docket in Docket No. DE 90-002 at which time the authority granted herein may be revoked or
continued on the same or different basis;

2. that Excel shall notify each of its customers requesting this service that the service is
approved on an interim basis and said service may be required to be withdrawn at the completion
of the so called competition docket or continued on the same or different basis;

3. that Excel shall file tariffs for new services and changes in existing services (other than
rate changes), with effective dates of no less than 30 days after the date the tariffs are filed with
the Commission;

4. that Excel shall notify the Commission of a change in rates to be charged the public within
one day after offering service at a rate other than the rates on file with the Commission;

5. that Excel shall be subject and responsible for adhering to all statutes and administrative
rules relative to quality and terms and conditions of service, disconnections, deposits and billing
and specifically N.H. Admin. Rules, Puc Chapter 400, except those specifically waived above;

Page 34

6. that Excel shall be subject to all reporting requirements contained in RSA 374:15-19;

7. that Excel shall compensate the appropriate Local Exchange Company for originating and
terminating access pursuant to NET Tariff N.H.P.U.C. 78, Switched Access Service Rate or its
relevant equivalent contained in the tariffs of the Independent Local Exchange Companies until a
new access charge is approved by the Commission;

8. that all new service offerings are to be accompanied by a description of the service, rates
and effective dates;

9. that Excel shall report all intraLATA minutes of use to the affected Local Exchange
Company. Additionally, Excel shall report to the Commission all intraLATA minutes of use, the
Local Exchange Company the minutes of use were reported to, and revenues paid to the Local
Exchange Companies, all data to be reported by service category on a monthly basis;

10. that Excel shall report revenues associated with each service on a monthly basis;
11. that Excel shall report the number of customers on a monthly basis;

12. that Excel shall report percentage interstate usage on a quarterly basis to both the affected
Local Exchange Company and the Commission. Furthermore, each Local Exchange Company
shall file quarterly data with the Commission reporting each access service subscriber's currently
declared percentage interstate usage; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that nothing contained in this order shall be construed to allow
Excel to operate outside of the conditions set forth in appropriate Local Exchange Company
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tariffs; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this order is subject to modification concerning the above listed
conditions as a result of the Commission's monitoring; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, Excel file a compliance tariff before beginning operations in
accordance with New Hampshire Admin. Code Puc Part 1600; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the date of this
order, unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to the
effective date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this twenty-sixth day of
January, 1993.

NH.PUC*02/02/93*[74977]*78 NH PUC 35*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 74977]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire

DSF 91-130
Order No. 20,739

78 NH PUC 35
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 2, 1993

Application of Public Service Company of New Hampshire for a Certificate of Site and Facility
to Construct, Operate, and Maintain a 115 kV Electric Transmission Line from White Lake
Substation, Tamworth, N.H. to Saco Valley Substation, Conway, N.H. Along with the Necessary
Substation Terminal Additions in the Towns of Tamworth and Conway, N.H.

APPEARANCES: Public Service Company of New Hampshire by Christopher J. Allwarden,
Esquire; Attorney General's Office by Leslie J. Ludtke, Esquire, Senior Assistant Attorney
General, Environmental Protection Division on behalf of the public; Site Evaluation Committee
by Vincent J. lacopino, Esquire.

BY THE COMMISSION:
REPORT
I. INTRODUCTION

This matter involves the application of the Public Service Company of New Hampshire
(Applicant) for a Certificate of Site and Facility under RSA Chapter 162-F1(3) , for authority to
construct, operate and maintain a 115,000 volt (115 kV), alternating current (60 Hertz), electric

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 54



PURbase

transmission line in the Towns of Tam-
Page 35

worth, Madison, and Conway, New Hampshire (N.H.) and the Village District of Eidelweiss,
N.H., along with the necessary substation terminal additions in the Towns of Tamworth and
Conway, N.H. The line is planned to be constructed in an existing right-of-way adjacent to the
existing transmission line. The Applicant states the line is required to ensure continued reliability
and continuity of service to the Applicant's customers.

The proposed transmission line will commence at the Applicant's White Lake substation,
located west of N.H. Route 16 in Tamworth, and proceed in a northerly direction for
approximately 13.9 miles to the Applicant's Saco Valley substation located near the intersection
of N.H. Route 113 and US Route 302, east of Redstone, in North Conway. The first 10.5 miles of
the line will be constructed adjacent to the existing 34.5 kV line followed by a section of
approximately 0.9 miles in length that will be double- circuited with the existing 34.5 kV line
(i.e., the existing structures will be replaced with a single line of poles which will support both
the 34.5 kV and the proposed 115 KV circuits). The final 2.5 miles will be constructed adjacent
to the existing 34.5 kV line. The entire line is to be constructed on rights-of-way of widths
ranging from 75 feet to 152.5 feet, with the exception of a 300 foot long section that is 50 feet in
width. These rights-of-way are already owned by the Applicant and were cleared in 1987 under
previous permits. Some reclearing of the right-of-way will be required due to resprout growth
over the last four years.

The proposed facilities were included in the Applicant's 1991 and 1992 filings of "Long
Range Plans for Bulk Power Facilities” which are on file with the Public Utilities Commission
(Commission) and the Site Evaluation Committee (SEC) as required pursuant to RSA 162-F:4
(Exhibits 14 & 15). The Commission previously granted licenses to the Applicant, pursuant to
RSA 371:17, for water crossings across the Pequawket River and the Saco River (See N.H. PUC
DE 87-76; Order #18,703). Both licenses involved the construction of a 115 kV line adjacent to
the existing 34.5 kV line and are part of this application. The Applicant also seeks a license to
construct and maintain a transmission line across railroad crossings in Tamworth, Conway and
two crossings in the Town of Madison, pursuant to RSA 371:24.

The Applicant maintains that the overall impact of the proposed line and associated
substation additions are expected to be minimal, due in large part to utilization of the existing
right-of-way corridor and substation locations. The line will maintain reliability of electric
service to the North Conway area in accordance with its franchise thereby contributing positively
to the future growth and development of the region. No unreasonable adverse effects on
aesthetics, historic sites, air and water quality, the natural environment and the public health and
safety are foreseen. Concerns about electromagnetic fields (EMF) which will be generated are
addressed by the adoption of design objectives which will reduce field levels. Available
alternatives to the construction of a new transmission line have been considered and were
rejected by the Applicant as either uneconomical, having a greater potential environmental
impact or inadequate as a long term solution to the increased electrical needs in the area.

This proceeding was conducted as a joint proceeding with the SEC and the procedural
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history and the evidence presented is adequately set forth in the SEC findings and we incorporate
them herein by reference.

There are two main findings which are the responsibility of the Commission under RSA
162-F:8 Il. The Commission must find that the construction of the facility:

(@) Is required to meet the present and future need for electricity. A finding that the
construction of the facility is required to meet the present and future need for electricity
may be based upon a determination of need for capacity to generate electricity, need for a
greater supply of energy, or need for more economic, reliable, or other wise improved
sources of either capacity or energy. The commission shall consider economic factors
when considering whether or not the facility will meet the present and future needs for
electricity;

Page 36

(b) Will not adversely affect system stability and reliability factors.
RSA 162-F:8 11 (a) and (b)
I1. POSITION OF THE PARTIES
A. APPLICANT'S POSITION
1. NEED FOR POWER

Michael T. Smith, P.E., was the Applicant's main witness concerning the need for power,
stability and reliability. In his testimony, Mr. Smith addressed the need for the line to meet the
present and future electricity demands in the Central New Hampshire/Conway region. He also
explained why the line is necessary to provide more reliable transmission capacity to serve
electric customers in the area and the effects of the proposed line on system stability and
reliability. In addition, he reviewed the economic and feasibility factors of various system
alternatives which were considered by the Applicant as alternatives to the proposed line,
consistent with the company's commitment to the integrated least cost resource planning
concept.

Mr. Smith testified that in order to maintain a reliable system to supply their customers'
electricity needs, the transmission network must be able to withstand various outage conditions
while maintaining acceptable voltage levels to all customers without overloading other facilities.
The Applicant has developed system design standards to achieve an acceptable design level of
reliability for its transmission and distribution system. The Applicant's current design standards,
entitled, "Guidelines for System Design" are attached to his testimony as MTS-1, (Exhibit 5, pg.
3).

In his testimony, he described the existing 115 kV transmission system in Carroll County
(Exhibit 5, pg. 3) and how customers' electricity demands are served out of the Saco Valley and
White Lake substations (Exhibit 5, pg 3). He further described existing system facilities that
back-up the load normally fed from the Central Maine Power (CMP) system and the power
supply arrangement with CMP (Exhibit 5, pg. 4). He identified the deficiency in the system'’s
transmission capacity. The Applicant's system design guidelines specify, among other things,
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that the 115 kV transmission system be designed, at time of system peak, to withstand the
simultaneous loss of an autotransformer and a generator without loss of load, after allowing for
load transfer, (Attachment MTS-1). Because of the power supply arrangement with CMP, system
analysis must consider contingencies on the CMP system, as well as the PSNH system, which
could result in isolation of the Saco Valley load. The loss of the Boise Cascade independent
power generator in northwestern Maine coupled with the loss of the Surowiec 345/115 kV
autotransformer have been identified as contingencies on CMP's system which will result in low
transmission voltage on the CMP system and at the Saco Valley substation. Under this condition,
the non-firm transmission arrangement allows CMP to disconnect PSNH's K1214 line from the
CMP system. This results in the Saco Valley load being picked up on the two 34.5 kV lines out
of the White Lake substation. The Applicant's system deficiency consists of the inability of these
two existing lines to serve the Saco Valley load during periods of heavy electricity demand.

Mr. Smith explained that the heaviest loads historically have been experienced in the White
Lake-Saco Valley area during periods of cold winter weather. These heavy loads are caused
primarily by electric heating demands and the operation of the local ski areas which are heavily
dependent on electric power for their snow making and other facilities. This is also the time of
the year when interruption of power to customers has the greatest adverse impact. Due to voltage
constraints, during periods of heavy customer load, the two existing 34.5 kV circuits between
White Lake and Saco Valley no longer have the transmission capacity to serve area load upon
the loss of the tie to CMP. These voltage constraints are related to line losses incurred while
delivering power over these lines to Saco Valley from White Lake, a substantial distance.
Approximately 41 megawatts of Saco Valley load can be supported on the 34.5 kV system from
the White
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Lake substation. Loads in excess of this value cannot be supported and would have to be
shed. For example, at projected peak winter loading conditions at Saco Valley in 1992/93, as
much as 8 MW of load would have to be interrupted in order to alleviate voltage problems. Saco
Valley substation peak winter load projections and estimates of load that would have to be
disconnected are included in tables on pages 13 and 14 of the application and are revised in
Exhibit 6. It is important to note that, due to the possible long duration of an autotransformer
outage on the CMP system, interruption of Saco Valley load would likely continue for an
extended period during peak winter load and ski activity times, well in excess of any reasonable
acceptable customer outage. Future load growth in the Saco Valley-White Lake area will
exacerbate the problem (Exhibit 5, pg. 6).

He further identified other contingencies which could result in conditions which would
isolate the Saco Valley substation load. Loss of the Boise generator in Maine, by itself, could
under some conditions result in marginal transmission voltage on the CMP system and at Saco
Valley sufficient to cause the disconnection of the Saco Valley substation. Similarly, the failure
of CMP's non-radial 115 kV line between its Raymond and Surowiec substations could under
certain conditions result in marginal transmission voltage sufficient to trip Saco Valley off the
CMP system. Under these conditions reliance must be placed on PSNH's 34.5 kV system out of
White Lake. Again, at winter peak loads in the White Lake-Saco Valley region, these lines do
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not have the transmission capacity to fully serve the Saco Valley load. Under certain
contingencies the Applicant's guidelines specify that the 115 kV system may sustain some loss of
load at time of system peak as long as the load lost does not exceed 30 MW and the duration of
the outage does not exceed eight hours. These contingencies are of a type such that load can
generally be restored within eight hours by line repairs or the use of a mobile 115/34.5 kV
transformer. He specified that for the type of contingencies described earlier, the system needs to
be designed to withstand these outages without loss of load because of the longer duration of the
time needed to repair or replace the failed facilities involved. He testified that repair or
replacement of a failed 345/115 kV autotransformer could take anywhere from 12 to 15 months
(Exhibit 5, pg 6).

He also testified that the proposed 115 kV line between White Lake and Saco Valley
substations would alleviate the existing deficiency in the system, since the deficiency is really
one of inadequate transmission capacity to ensure reliability. The addition of a 115 kV
transmission line connecting the White Lake substation to the Saco Valley substation will
provide the needed reinforcement of the existing system. The new line provides a second 115 kV
transmission feed into Saco Valley which will, in the near-term, serve as back- up to the K1214
115 kV feed from CMP in Maine. Under contingent conditions which result in the loss of the
K1214 feed, the new 115 kV line will have sufficient capacity and would supply adequate
voltage support to back-up the total load in the White Lake-Saco Valley region during periods of
peak winter loading. Since the new line will allow the Applicant to serve all loads under these
contingencies, which is not possible with the limitations of the existing system, the new line
meets the need for reliable transmission capacity to serve the present and future electricity needs
of PSNH's customers.

In addition, the proposed line will provide long term benefits for the Applicant's transmission
system, as the Beebe River substation in Campton, N.H. is currently interconnected with the rest
of the Applicant's electric system via two 115 kV lines. One of these lines (X178) runs north
approximately 14 miles and then northwest for 20 miles to a point of intersection with two other
115 kV lines near Sugar Hill, N.H. The second line (E115/A111) runs south along the
Merrimack River and terminates at PSNH's Webster substation in Franklin, N.H. With
anticipated load growth in central New Hampshire, loss of either of these two lines could result
in low transmission voltage at the Beebe River substation. The Applicant anticipates that new
transmission facilities will need to be built within the next ten years to support future load
growth in Carroll, Belknap
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and Grafton Counties. Installation of the proposed 115 kV line between White Lake and Saco
Valley will complete a third transmission path into the Beebe River substation. This new east to
west transmission interconnection will provide needed reinforcement for the Applicant's existing
transmission lines that run from north to south (Exhibit 5, pg.7).

Mr. Smith further testified, that since the application was filed, the Applicant has prepared its
1992 load forecast. The purpose of the update is to clarify information previously submitted in
pre- filed testimony and answers to data requests. His revised testimony (Exhibit 6) presents a
revision of its Saco Valley substation load projects based on the 1992 forecast. A revised table
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showing the projections of Saco Valley substation peak winter load and load which would have
to be disconnected at peak loading during constraint conditions for the years 1992/93 through
1995/96 was submitted as Attachment MTS-2. Supporting loadflow results which depict the
White Lake-Saco Valley area system conditions after the limiting contingency of the Bosie
Cascade generator and the Surowiec 345/115 kV autotransformer were submitted as Attachments
MTS-3a, 3b, 3c and 3d (Exhibit 6, pg 7).

In comparison to the projections contained in the tables in the application, the revised
projections of the Saco Valley substation peak winter load are lower by one or two megawatts
for the year 1992/93 through 1994/95. The revision also showed a reduction in the amount of
Saco Valley substation load which would have to be isolated or disconnected at peak winter load
conditions in each of the four years modeled. The revised projections show 8 megawatts of load
would have to be shed to maintain acceptable system voltage conditions at peak winter loading.
The previous information showed that approximately 13 megawatts of load would have to be
shed to maintain acceptable system voltage conditions at peak winter loading (Exhibit 6, pg. 3).

Mr. Smith explained that the difference between the projections relates to the amount of
available capacitors which were modeled in each case. The 1992 load projections have taken into
account newly available capacitor additions to the Applicant's system, and an improved load
factor at the service delivery point to the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative (COOP) which is
a result of recent capacitor additions within the COOP's service territory (Exhibit 6, pg. 3).

He further explained that the revised projections, although lower, still demonstrate that the
existing system is not capable of restoring all load to the Saco Valley substation during heavy
winter loading periods under contingencies resulting in the loss of the K1214 feed from CMP.
The results show that, under the winter peak scenario, a significant amount of the Saco Valley
substation load would still have to be isolated for the system to operate with acceptable voltage
conditions. (Exhibit 6, pg. 3).

2. SYSTEM STABILITY AND RELIABILITY

Mr. Smith testified that the new line will not have any adverse effects on either system
stability or reliability. The proposed transmission line will maintain the existing stability in the
area. Reliability is of course improved since the addition of a 115 kV line between the White
Lake and Saco Valley substations will significantly improve the Applicant's ability to restore
electric power to their customers in a minimal amount of time under the contingencies set forth.

He defined stability generally as that attribute of the system which enables it to develop
restoring forces between the elements thereof, equal to or greater, than the disturbing forces, so
as to restore a state of equilibrium between elements. An electric power system needs to be
designed to be stable, so that the arbitrary disturbance or loss of a system element does not create
an imbalance or loss of equilibrium in the system leading to the loss of other elements. A system
should be designed so that a fault on a transmission line does not cause a generator to be
inadvertently tripped off the system and result in a widespread outage of customers.

He further defined reliability, to be the ability of an electric power system to deliver
necessary electric power to meet customer needs upon demand under both normal conditions and
contingent conditions.
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I11. INTERVENOR'S POSITION

The Public Counsel and the limited intervenors questioned the attempts and efforts of the
Applicant to develop a feasible alternative route. They also questioned whether the proposed
transmission line was necessary at this time and the urgency for serving present electrical needs.
They further questioned the reasonableness of the guidelines and whether the contingencies set
forth could actually happen simultaneously. No expert witnesses were presented by Public
Counsel or the intervenors.

A. PUBLIC COUNSEL

Public Counsel did not object to the construction and maintenance of the proposed facility.
Counsel raised the concern about potential adverse health effects stemming from the use of the
line to transmit large power flows from Maine to Beebe River, not about the limited operation of
the line as a back-up to ensure system reliability (PC Brief pg. 5). Public Counsel also contended
that the Applicant offered no evidence in its application, its public presentations, its responses to
data requests, the adversarial hearings or its post-hearing brief, that the levels of current flow
projected to occur in the transmission line pertain to any articulated need for the transmission
line (PC Brief pg. 7).

B. LIMITED INTERVENORS

Theresa L. Kennett was formally granted limited intervenor status, and was permitted to
make a statement to the Committee. At the adversarial hearings, the Chairman also allowed other
members of the public who accompanied Mrs. Kennett to make statements for the record. Public
statements were offered by Diane Biolota, Bayard W. Kennett, Maurice Geiger and Rep. Howard
C. Dickinson. At the close of the adversarial hearings, Mrs. Kennett filed a post-hearing brief
wherein she addressed a number of issues. The issues she raised which are relevant to this
portion of the proceeding include whether the transmission line is required to meet the present
need for electricity in the Mt. Washington Valley, whether the design guidelines are reasonable,
(she argues the evidence suggests a lack of urgency), and whether the driving force is the power
needs of the Mt. Washington area.

IV. COMMISSION ANALYSIS

RSA 162-F:8 11(a), requires the Commission to find that the proposed facilities are required
to "meet the present and future demand for electric power”. This has been characterized as the
need for power issue.

The term "electric power™ as used in the statute includes both energy (the ability to perform
work over a period of time), and capacity (the capacity of providing energy at any given instant
in time). In Re: New England Electric Transmission Corporation, 67 NH PUC 409, at page 415,
the Commission addressed the words, "demand" and "power", where it stated:

"The two words in the statute which bear careful examination are "demand" and
"power".

To utility and electrical engineers the two terms have meaning in that engineers must
plan and operate electric systems to provide energy over periods of time to perform work
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and provide the capability to supply energy at any instant in time when the system is
called upon to deliver. To economists the term "demand" means the amount of a
commodity that buyers will buy at each specified price in a given market over a given
period of time. Dictionary of Economics and Business, Nemmers, p. 120 (1976). "Electric
power" is the commodity which may have value to buyers either in the form of energy to
perform work or the capability to deliver energy at a given instant in time. The statute in
question does not specifically stipulate which view of the two terms is appropriate and
we can surmise, as with most legislation which regulates in technical areas and which
creates administrative
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agencies to perform the regulatory function, that we are to interpret the statute in
practical terms in light of the requirements and needs of the industry to be regulated and
its consumers. See 2A Sutherland, Statutes and Statutory Construction Sec. 49.05, City of
Manchester v Boston & Maine Railroad (1953) 98 NH 52, 99 PUR NS 181, 94 A2d
552."

In this docket the Commission will view the terms "demand™ and "power" in the engineering
sense, as the comprehensive scheme envisioned by RSA 162-F is best served by such an
interpretation. Accordingly, we construe the term "electric power" to include both energy and
capacity.

A. NEED FOR POWER

The testimony and the evidence presented in the record of these proceedings clearly shows
that the Applicant was aware that the transmission system in the Mt. Washington area needed
future additions to stay in conformance with PSNH design guidelines. The Applicant indicated
concern in the 1970's about adequately serving the increasing electrical loads in the Tamworth,
Conway and Ossipee areas by proposing a 115 kV line in an application dated June 12, 1974 to
the Siting Committee. The proposed 19.1 mile line would go from Tamworth to Conway, N.H. in
a right-of-way occupied by a 34.5 kV transmission line. Moreover, as referenced in Michael T.
Smith's testimony, almost 40 megavars of 34.5 kV capacitors have been installed in the Carroll
County area to support load restoration at the Saco Valley substation. (Based upon the evidence,
it appears that the Applicant has taken reasonable measures to avoid or delay the construction of
the 115 kV line.)

The evidence establishes that the Saco Valley substation is a major facility supplying the
Carroll County region. The Saco Valley substation is normally supplied with electric power from
a 115 kV line of the Applicant interconnected to the CMP system. Transmission service from
CMP is non-firm. Moreover, the contract provides that non-firm service is conditioned upon the
availability of adequate CMP transmission capacity and further provides that the Saco Valley
load may be switched to the Applicant's system for critical CMP contingencies or if otherwise
required by CMP system conditions. In the event of the loss of the 115 kV feed from CMP, the
Saco Valley load must be fed from the Applicant's existing system over the two existing 34.5 kV
lines out of the White Lake substation. The two 34.5 kV lines do not have the capacity to fully
serve the forecasted Saco Valley load during periods of heavy electricity demand in the region.
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The Applicant's revised load projections show that the deficiency in the back-up capacity of
the existing system could result in up to 8 megawatts of load isolation at Saco Valley in the
winter of 1992/93, (Exhibit 6). Isolation of load results in the interruption of electric service to
customers.

The Applicant's system design guidelines are deterministic in nature, requiring that the
system be studied and designed on the assumption that the specified contingencies have occurred
at peak loading conditions. A responsible public utility cannot and does not plan the reliability of
its system to respond to past actual outages, but designs its plans to avoid future representative
outages. In this manner predictability of system response and survivability is known.

If the Applicant were forced to be in a position of interrupting load on a long term basis,
good and prudent utility practice would be violated. The proposed transmission line will provide
reliability under the contingencies foreseen by the system engineers, and provide reliable electric
service.

The proposed 115 kV transmission line will allow the system to withstand certain
contingencies without loss of load after allowing for load transfer. These contingencies include
the loss of a 345/115 kV autotransformer and a generator at the same time, or the loss of a
non-radial line. The addition of the proposed 115 kV line will enable the Applicant to fully serve
the forecasted peak winter loads at Saco Valley and meet its reliability standards in the late
1990's. Upon careful review of all the evidence in the record the Committee finds by a prepon-
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derance of the evidence that the need for power exists.
1. POWER ISSUE

Public Counsel attempts to limit the Applicant's use of the line to the open mode, based on
the analysis that no need was demonstrated by the Applicant to require additional power needs in
the area. The argument is made that, if the Committee were to find that the Applicant did not
demonstrate a need for one of the methods of operation proposed, a certificate should not be
issued authorizing that mode of operation.

The Commission has not in prior orders required that a utility demonstrate that every
possible use or operation of a facility must be examined or approved before approval is given for
a particular mode of operation. Good utility practice requires the utilization of equipment for
purposes other than contingencies referenced in the system design guidelines. The Commission
is required by the statute to consider a finding that the proposed facility is required to meet
present and future demand for electric power and will not adversely effect system stability and
reliability. The fact that a facility meets not only this criteria, but other uses as well, will cause
further support for the approval of an application. The Commission accepts the Company's
position that the 1992 load projections support the need for power for present and future
electrical demands in the area, and that the closed mode of operation may have to be utilized to
provide the necessary reliability and stability the system requires to avoid interruption of load or
in the performance of day to day operations.

2. ALTERNATIVE SYSTEMS
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The Commission has reviewed the 1992 forecast and finds that it supports the same
conclusion as the projections, i.e., that the deficiency in the capacity of the existing system could
result in up to 8 megawatts of load isolation at Saco Valley in the winter of 1992/1993, and even
greater load isolation in later years. A number of other system alternatives to building a new 115
kV transmission line between White Lake and Saco Valley, were reviewed, considered, and are
rejected:

a) Additional generation

Building additional generation capacity is not feasible, as the Applicant presently has excess
generating capacity and the cost associated with building a generator in the area sufficient to
meet the projected needs would have an installed capacity cost of approximately five to ten times
the estimated cost of the proposed line (Exhibit 1, pg 24; Exhibit 5, pg. 10).

b) Construction of alternative lines

Two alternative 115 kV transmission lines that would have to cover longer distances and
require acquisition and clearing of new right- of ways, are found not to be cost or
environmentally effective when compared to the proposed transmission line that is located
within an existing right-of-way (Exhibit 1, pg. 25; Exhibit 5, pg.9).

c¢) Load management & conservation

Load management and conversation programs have been reviewed. The evidence submitted
does not support a conclusion that those programs realistically could achieve results that would
forgo the need for the proposed transmission line. (Exhibit 5, pgs. 8-9; Exhibit 4, pg. 69; Exhibit
11, Ans. 22,23 & 36).

d) Alternative back-up

The issue was raised that the need for the proposed transmission line could be eliminated by
providing back-up generation for the loss of the Bosie Cascade generator and the use of a spare
autotransformer to back-up loss of the Surowiec 345/115 kV autotransformer. The Commission
recognizes that such additions would have to be made to the Central Maine Power System over
which the Commission has no authority. It is not common utility practice for a utility to provide
improvements to the system of another utility unless the addition is
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required as a result of some reliability criteria being violated that the local utility created.
Such facts do not exist in this case. The major companies of the New England Power Pool itself
failed to justify the need of a spare autotransformer for the entire region (Post-hearing response
to MDC, ATTACHMENT 1- TRANSMISSION STUDY ON THE NEED FOR A SPARE
345/115KV MOBILE TRANSFORMER IN NEW ENGLAND). There is no evidence in the
record that such actions are feasible.

3. REASONABLENESS OF THE DESIGN GUIDELINES

The Commission has reviewed the Applicant's guidelines for system design and has found
that guidelines fall well within good and prudent utility engineering standards. We see no
evidence in this proceeding to alter that finding. We note that, the Applicant's reliability
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guidelines closely mirror those of other major utilities (Exhibit 11, An. 29).
B. SYSTEM STABILITY AND RELIABILITY

The Commission has reviewed the evidence and finds that the proposed transmission line
will not adversely affect system stability and reliability. On the contrary, the proposed
transmission line will enhance reliability and stability factors by eliminating the unserved load
conditions created by the possible loss of the Boise generator and the autotransformer at
Surowiec or the non radial line to CMP. The system is better able to counter disruptive forces
with the proposed line in service. A review of the record reveals that all of parties agreed that
there is a need for reliability in the supply of power (PC brief pg. 5). The Commission so finds.

V. CONCLUSION

Based on the evidence presented, the Commission finds the proposed facility is required to
meet present and future demand for electric power and will not adversely affect system stability
and reliability or economic factors. Being bound by the findings of the SEC, the Commission
finds that the proposed facility will not unduly interfere with the orderly development of the
region and will not have unreasonable adverse effects on aesthetics, historic sites, air and water
quality, the natural environment and the public health and safety. The Commission by the
following order will issue a Certificate of Site and Facility to construct, operate and maintain a
115 kV electric transmission line from White Lake substation, Tamworth, N.H. to Saco Valley
substation, Conway, N.H.

The Commission has previously approved the Applicant's petition for a license to construct
and maintain a transmission line across the Saco River and the Pequawket Pond in the Town of
Conway, N.H., in NHPUC Docket DE 87-76. A copy of the Commission order dated July 10,
1987 is included in the application, Appendix C.

The Commission approves the Applicant's request for a license to cross over two railroad
properties, one located in Tamworth and the other in Conway, N.H., as described in Appendix K
of the Applicant's original application and Appendix H of the Applicant's -Supplemental
Information filing. In accordance with RSA 371:24, the Commission has determined that the
$500 administrative fee covering the two crossings in addition to a $400 annual fee for each
crossing is just and reasonable compensation to the railroad for the wire crossing license.

By letter filed January 28, 1993, the Applicant has notified the Commission that the two
abandoned railroad beds described in the petition and located in the Town of Madison are owned
by the Town and therefore do not come under the jurisdiction of this Commission.

Finally, the Commission will incorporate the permits and licenses of the Wetlands Board,
Department of Environmental Services (Attachment B), and the Department of Transportation
(Attachment C) in the Certificate of Site and Facility to be issued by the Commission.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Concurring: February 2, 1993
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ORDER
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Upon Consideration of the foregoing report, the findings of the Bulk Power Supply Facility
Site Evaluation Committee, the Wetlands Board Permit and the Department of Transportation
Permit attached hereto as Attachment A, B and C, respectively, all of which are made part of this
order, it is

ORDERED, that the Public Service Company of New Hampshire is authorized to construct,
operate and maintain a 115,000 volt (115 kV) alternating current (60 Hertz), electric
transmission line in the Towns of Tamworth, Madison and Conway and the Village District of
Eidelweiss, N.H. along with the necessary substation terminal additions in the Towns of
Tamworth and Conway, adjacent to the existing 35.4 kV right-of-way, being approximately 13.9
miles, and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the proposed 115 kV transmission line facility is of sufficient
character and environmental impact to require a Certificate of Site and Facility; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the requisite good cause exists to permit issuance of this
Certificate of Site and Facility to permit construction of the proposed 115 kV (AC) transmission
line; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that a Certificate of Site and Facility be, and hereby is, granted
pursuant to RSA Chapter 162-F to Public Service Company of New Hampshire for the
construction, operation and maintenance of a 115 kV transmission line and the necessary
substation terminal facilities along an existing transmission right-of-way approximately 13.9
miles in length already owned by the Applicant between Tamworth and Conway, N.H.; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that all licenses and/or permits referred to in the foregoing report
and attached findings of the Bulk Power Supply Facility Site Evaluation Committee, including
the permits issued by the Wetlands Board under RSA Chapter 482-A, the of the Department of
Transportation under RSA Chapter 231, and the Commission under RSA Chapter 371, are
granted, as specified, thus constituting compliance under RSA Chapter 162-F:8 1l that all state
standards and requirements shall be met by the Public Service Company of New Hampshire as a
condition of granting this Certificate of Site and Facility.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this second day of February,
1993.

FOOTNOTES

1The application was filed on September 3, 1991 and thereby, is governed by the provision
of RSA Chapter 162-F, in accordance with RSA Chapter 162-H:5.

ATTACHMENT A

APPLICATION OF PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE FOR A
CERTIFICATE OF SITE AND FACILITY TO CONSTRUCT, OPERATE, AND MAINTAIN
A 115 kV ELECTRIC TRANSMISSION LINE FROM WHITE LAKE SUBSTATION,
TAMWORTH, NH TO SACO VALLEY SUBSTATION, CONWAY, NH.

Appearances: Public Service Company of New Hampshire by Christopher J. Allwarden Esquire;
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Attorney General's Office by Leslie J. Ludtke, Esquire, Senior Assistant Attorney General,
Environmental Protection Division as Public Counsel on behalf of the public. Site Evaluation
Committee Counsel, by Vincent J. lacopino, Esquire.

REPORT
INTRODUCTION

This matter involves the application of the Public Service Company of New Hampshire
(PSNH or the Applicant) for a Certificate of Site and Facility under RSA Chapter 162-F, for
authority to construct, operate and maintain a 115,000 volt (115 kV), alternating current (60
Hertz), electric transmission line in the Towns of Tamworth, Madison, and Conway and the
Village District of Eidelweiss, New Hampshire along with the necessary substation terminal
additions in the Towns of Tamworth and Conway, New Hampshire. The line is planned to be
constructed in an existing right-of-way adjacent to the existing transmission line. The Applicant
states that the line is required to
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ensure continued reliability and continuity of service to the Applicant's customers.
Procedural History

The application was filed on September 3, 1991. By letter dated January 14, 1992, the
Applicant PSNH was notified that additional information was required before the Committee
could acknowledge receipt of the application. On February 26, 1992, PSNH filed supplemental
information with the Committee. The Committee reviewed the material and again notified PSNH
that the application was incomplete primarily due to insufficient wetlands delineation along the
proposed right-of-way. By letter dated March 26, 1992, PSNH filed the additional information
required. The Committee accepted the completed application at its meeting of April 27, 1992.

As required by the provisions of RSA 162-F:7, the Committee, pursuant to an Order of
Notice published in local papers, held a public informational hearing in Carroll County on May
28, 1992, at the Elementary School in Madison, New Hampshire. Members of the public were
supplied with a Meeting Agenda and Information Handout prepared by the Committee. The
Applicant distributed a printed written Public Information Sheet along with a pamphlet entitled,
"Understanding Electric & Magnetic Fields".

At the informational hearing the Applicant presented five witnesses: Douglas A. Lord,
PSNH, Chocorua District Manager; David J. Hickey, PSNH, Transmission Line engineer; David
L. Plante, PSNH, Project Manager; Robert M. Heaton, PSNH, Transmission Substation
Engineer; and Dr. Linda S. Erdreich, Bailey Research Associates.

Other participants in the proceeding included the Public Counsel, who represented the public
interests throughout the proceeding as provided pursuant to RSA 162-F:9. No formal parties
intervened as of that time, but members of the public participated by submitting questions in
writing to the of the Committee who sought answers from the Applicant's witnesses.

Pursuant to a Procedural Order the Applicant filed its prefiled testimony on July 15, 1992.
Thereafter, the Public Counsel, Staff of the Public Utilities Commission and Committee Counsel
presented written data requests. The Applicant filed its written responses on August 6, 1992 with
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additional responses on August 31, 1992. Supplemental written testimony was filed by the
Applicant on September 8, 1992.

On August 14, 1992, limited appearance status was granted to Theresa L. Kennett.

On September 14 and September 15, 1992 public adversary hearings were conducted jointly
by the Site Committee and the Public Utilities Commission as required by RSA 162-F:7.
Because this application was filed under then existing provisions of RSA 162-F, the makeup of
the Committee was as defined therein. Since this application, however, the Committee has been
restructured to include the Director, of the Governors' Office of Energy and Community
Services, the Director of Water Supply and Pollution Control Division, Department of
Environmental Services, and all three Public Utilities s as voting members. For purposes of
transition, Jonathan S. Osgood of the Governors' Office of Energy and Community Services, Dr.
Edward J. Schmidt, Director, Water Supply and Pollution Control Division, and Public Utilities
s, Bruce B. Ellsworth and Linda G. Stevens, were present at the hearings but did not vote on the
application.

PSNH's APPLICATION

The original application and the supplemental application request a Certificate of Site and
Facility to construct, operate and maintain a proposed transmission line that will commence at
the Applicant's White Lake Substation, located west of N.H. Route 16 in Tamworth, New
Hampshire and proceed in a northerly direction for approximately 13.9 miles to the Applicant's
Saco Valley Substation located near the intersection of NH Route 113 and US Route 302, east of
Redstone, in North Conway, New Hampshire. The first 10.5 miles of the line will be constructed
adjacent to the existing 34.5 kV line followed by a section of approximately 0.9 mile in length
that will be
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double circuited with the existing 34.5 kV line (i.e. the existing structures will be replaced
with a single line of poles which will support both the existing 34.5 kV and the proposed 115 kV
circuits). The final 2.5 miles will again be constructed adjacent to the existing 34.5 kV line. The
entire line is to be constructed on rights-of-way of widths ranging from 75 feet to 152.5 feet,
with the exception of a 300 foot long section that is 50 feet in width. These rights-of-way are
already owned by the Applicant and were previously cleared. Some re-clearing of the
right-of-way will be required due to re-sprout growth over the last four years.

The proposed facilities were included in the Applicant's 1991 and 1992 "Long Range Plans
for Bulk Power Facilities™ which are on file with the Public Utilities Commission and the Site
Evaluation Committee as required pursuant to RSA 162-F:4. (Exhibits 14 & 15). The Applicant
previously was granted licenses, pursuant to RSA 371:17 for water crossings over the Pequawket
Pond and the Saco River (See Re: PSNH 72 NH PUC 215; Order #18,703). Both Licenses
involved the construction of a 115 kV line adjacent to the existing 34.5 kV line and are part of
this application.

The Applicant maintains that the overall impact of the proposed line and associated
substation additions are expected to be minimal, due in large part to utilization of the existing
right-of-way corridor and substation locations. The line will increase reliability of electric
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service to the north country area thereby contributing positively to the future growth and
development of the region. No unreasonable adverse effects on esthetics, historic sites, air and
water quality, the natural environment and the public health and safety are foreseen. Concerns
about electric and magnetic fields (EMF) which will be generated are addressed by the adoption
of design objectives which will reduce magnetic field levels. Available alternatives to the
construction of a new transmission line have been considered by the Applicant and rejected as
either uneconomical, having a greater potential environmental impact or inadequate as a long
term solution to the increased load growth in the area.

In its Application, PSNH included information to meet the requirements of State agencies
and departments having jurisdiction over the construction of the transmission line. The
Application included:

1. The proposed transmission line will cross the Saco River and Pequawket Pond in the
Town of Conway, both of which are considered public waters for the purposes of licensing by
the Public Utilities Commission. The Commission has previously licensed the crossings pursuant
to RSA 371:17 for the proposed 115 kV line at these locations in Docket DE 87-76.

The Public Utilities Commission has jurisdiction under RSA 371:24 to grant or permit
transmission lines to cross over railroad properties. There are four railroad crossings, one in
Tamworth, one in Conway and two in Madison. Appendix K to the application identifies the four
railroad crossings.

2. The Department of Transportation has jurisdiction under RSA 231:161 to grant a license
or permit to erect, install and maintain a transmission line across a State highway. Appendix K to
the application identifies six State highways which will be crossed by the proposed line.

a. NH Route 16, Tamworth
b. NH Route 113, Madison
c. NH Route 113, Madison
d. NH Route 153, Conway
e. NH Route 113, Conway
f. US Route 302, Conway

3. The New Hampshire Wetlands Board, has jurisdiction under RSA 482-A to grant a dredge
and fill permit with respect to wetland areas affected by the construction of the transmission line.
Appendix H to the Application identifies the location of the various surface water and wetland
areas which will be crossed by the proposed line. Appendix E of the Supplemental Information
supplied on February 26, 1992 sets forth a detailed narrative describing the location of wetlands
and surface waters along the 13.9 mile corridor.

APPLICANT'S POSITION

The Applicant presented its case through five witnesses whose testimonies are summarized
as follows:
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Michael T. Smith, P.E., Engineering Manager, presented testimony addressing four areas:
First, a brief overview of the transmission line project proposed by PSNH in this proceeding.
Second, the need for the line to meet the present and future electricity demands in the Central
Conway region with an explanation of the reasons why the line is necessary to provide more
reliable transmission capacity to serve customers in the area. Third, the effects of the proposed
line on system stability and reliability. Fourth, the economic and feasibility factors of various
system alternatives which were considered by PSNH as alternatives to the proposed line,
consistent with PSNH's commitment to the integrated least cost resource planning concept.
(Exhibits 5, 6 & MTS-1 attachment).

David J. Hickey, P.E., Transmission Line Engineer, then testified: First, he addressed the
proposed route for the new transmission line and the effect that the line and its proposed route
will have on the orderly development of the region and aesthetic values. Second, he reviewed the
alternative routes investigated by PSNH, and the feasibility of underground construction as an
alternative to overhead construction. Third, he described the proposed line design and
configuration, construction methods and maintenance requirements. (Exhibit 7 & DJH-1
attachment).

Robert M Heaton, P.E., Transmission Substation Engineer, testified: First, he reviewed the
design, construction and maintenance aspects of the substation additions that will be necessary to
accommodate the proposed transmission line at both the White Lake and Saco Valley
substations. Second, he addressed the technical aspects of electric and magnetic fields as they
relate to power systems facilities. Third, he explained the field management design techniques
which PSNH proposes to utilize to reduce magnetic field levels associated with the proposed
line. (Exhibit 10 & RMH 1,2 attachment).

Beatrice S. Hebert, Environmental Analyst, testified: First, she described the effects of the
proposed transmission line project on historic sites, air and water quality and the natural
environment, and second, impacts related to public health and safety, with the exception of
public health concerns regarding electromagnetic fields. (Exhibit 8).

Linda S. Erdreich, PH.D., Epidemiologist, testified: First, she addressed the potential human
health effects from exposure to electric and magnetic fields from power lines, including results
of epidemiologic studies, controlled laboratory studies of humans, laboratory studies in whole
animals and in isolated cells and tissues. Second, she presented a review of the recent research
by groups of expert scientists and by scientific organizations and regulatory agencies. (Exhibit 9
pgs. 3-4).

During Dr. Erdreich's examination the following studies were reviewed and discussed :
Health Effects of Exposure to Powerline- Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields, Public Utility
Commission of Texas, March 1992, (Exhibit 16); Electromagnetic Fields and the Risk of Cancer,
National Radiological Protection Board. (Exhibit 17): Committee on Interagency Radiation
Research and Policy Coordination letter dated 8/5/91. (Exhibit 18); SAB Report: Potential
Carcinogenicity of Electric and Magnetic Fields, January 1992. (Exhibit 19); EPA, Evaluation of
the Potential Carcinogenicity of Electromagnetic Fields, Review Draft. (Exhibit 20); Interim
Guidelines on Limits of Exposure to 50/60 Hz Electric and Magnetic Fields, International
Non-ionizing Radiation Committee of the International Radiation Protection Association.
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(Exhibit 21); London et al., Exposure to Residential Electric and Magnetic Fields and Risks of
Childhood Leukemia, American Journal of Epidemiology, 11/1/91. (Exhibit 22); and the
Connecticut Academy of Science and Engineering Responses to Inquiry, Electromagnetic Field
Health Effects, for the Department of Health Services, State of Connecticut, 4/1/92. (Exhibit 23).

Public Counsel cross-examined the witnesses concerning the need for the transmission line;
the purpose of the line; reliability and stability factors and criteria; as well as the certainty or
uncertainty of health effects from exposure to electromagnetic fields; potential health risks
associated with exposure to electromagnetic fields; available alternatives; and, alternative
available routes.

The witnesses also responded to questions propounded by Committee members and Counsel
for the Committee.
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INTERVENOR'S POSITION

At the evening meeting of September 15, 1992, Theresa L. Kennett, limited intervenor
testified (Tr pg. 100-109). The committee allowed public statements from the following
individuals: Diane Biolota, Bayard W. Kennett, Maurice Geiger and Rep. Howard C. Dickinson,
Jr. (Tr pgs., 83-100 & pgs. 109-111) all expressed concern about exposure to EMF.

Ms. Kennett, limited intervenor, questioned the Applicant's attempts and efforts to develop a
feasible alternative route. She expressed concerns about EMF and the health effects of the
proposed power line. In her written brief she questioned whether the proposed transmission line
was necessary at this time as well as the urgency for serving present electrical needs. She further
questioned the reasonableness of the company's guidelines and whether the three contingencies
set forth would actually happen simultaneously.(Tr pgs. 103-104) All the intervenors strenuously
stated that from their information the proposed transmission line may have an adverse effect on
public health.

A number of petitions were received signed by concerned citizens in the Conway, Madison,
Eaton and Albany areas noting their concern that EMF effects, while uncertain, may be
potentially carcinogenic.

FINDINGS

On December 15, 1992 the Committee met in a public meeting in Concord, NH and
undersigned members of the committee who were present, voted to make the findings required
by RSA-162-F:8 and to transmit those findings to the Public Utilities Commission.

As stated in Re: New England Electric Transmission Corporation, 67 NH PUC 409 on page
413:

"The Commission must note that this is an administrative proceeding. While it bears
some resemblance to civil judicial proceedings there are important differences. First,
strict rules of evidence are not applied, especially hearsay rules. Second, most testimony
and documentary will be expert testimony or exhibits based on the expertise of the
witness sponsoring the exhibits. Third, the problems associated with drawing inferences
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from eyewitness accounts of past behavior or events are virtually nonexistent in these
type of proceedings.

The SEC and the Commission are almost always confronted with expert testimony
from qualified witnesses. Uncertainty associated with such evidence arises because the
witnesses and exhibits attempt to predict with reasonable certainty events which may or
may not occur in the future or the effects of environmental phenomena over long periods
of time where data are uncertain, conflicting or non-existent.***."

Recognizing these characteristics, the SEC and the PUC have tested PSNH's application for
the proposed transmission facility to determine whether the facility should or should not be
issued a Certificate of Site and Facility.

The following is a discussion of the Committee's findings:

The first issue is whether the requite good cause under RSA 162-F: 6, 11 has been shown to
permit the Committee to consider the Application. Pursuant to RSA 162-F:2 I(c), the Committee
finds that the proposed 13.9 mile 115 kV transmission line should require a Certificate of Site
and Facility because the Application warrants an investigation to determine if the placement of
the proposed transmission line adjacent to an existing transmission line will produce any
unreasonable adverse environmental impact. The aforementioned statute defines a Bulk Power
Supply Facility, among other definitions, as a line in excess of 100 kilovolts (kV) which the Site
Committee or Commission determines require a Certificate because of a substantial
environmental impact. The Committee finds the proposed transmission line is one which requires
a Certificate, in that it poses a substantial environmental impact due to its location.

There are two main findings which are the responsibility of the Site Evaluation Committee
under RSA 162-F:8 I. The SEC must find that the proposed facility:
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A. Will not unduly interfere with the orderly development of the region with due
consideration having been given to the views of municipal and regional planning
commissions and municipal legislative bodies, and

B. Will not have an unreasonable adverse effect on esthetics, historic sites, air and
water quality, the natural environment and the public health and safety.

The SEC hereby finds that the proposed transmission line will not unduly interfere with the
orderly development of the region and will not have an unreasonable adverse effect on esthetics,
historic sites, air and water quality and the natural environment.

The SEC makes these findings after having considered the available alternatives and the
environmental impact of the facilities presented by the Applicant, Public Service Company of
New Hampshire (PSNH).

Several possible alternatives to the transmission line's location and the specific use of the
existing right-of-way were discussed and studied. In addition to the proposed facility, the
following alternatives were presented: (Exhibit 7 pg. 5).

Alternative Al: Relocated a portion of the line south of Route 113 near Eidelweiss, New
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Hampshire. The total length of this route is approximately 7,900 feet and is approximately 2,900
feet (0.53 miles) longer than the existing route. Approximately 27.2 acres of land would have to
be cleared and three or four additional stream and wetland crossings would be required. The total
incremental cost to use this route was estimated at $660,700.

Alternative A2: This alternative route departs from the proposed route approximately 600
feet south of Route 113 near Eidelweiss, New Hampshire, proceeds northwesterly for 1600 feet
on the north side of Banfield Brook to a point near the southerly boundary of the gravel pit
owned by Tilton Sand and Gravel. From that point the route turns and proceeds in a generally
northeasterly direction for 1,900 feet to rejoin the existing corridor in the north end of
Eidelweiss, New Hampshire. The total length of the route is approximately 5,700 feet and is
approximately 1,600 feet (0.30 miles) longer that the existing route. Approximately 8.6 acres of
land would have to cleared. The line would be highly visible from Route 113 in this location.
The total incremental cost to use this route was estimated at $458,600.

Alternative B1: This alternative route departs from the existing corridor approximately 3,200
feet southwest of the Madison/Conway Town line and rejoins the corridor near the sewerage
treatment plant off Route 113 in Conway, New Hampshire. The route follows a southwesterly
arc crossing the north slope of Tasker Hill, then crossing Tasker Hill Road, passes to the north of
Snake Pond and crosses Route 153. The route also involves at least three additional stream
crossings and impacts a wetland area on the east side of Route 153. The total length of this route
is approximately 15,200 feet (2.88 miles) longer than the existing route. Approximately 52.3
acres of land would have to be cleared. The total incremental cost to use this route was estimated
at $1,029,600.

Alternative B2: This alternative route departs from the existing corridor approximately 700
feet southwest of the Madison/Conway Town line and intersects the B1 route on the southwest
side of Tasker Hill. The route than follows the same route as B1 rejoining the existing corridor
near the sewerage treatment plant off Route 113 in Conway, New Hampshire. This route has
similar environmental impacts to those of B1 with two additional possible stream crossings. The
total length of this route is approximately 15,200 feet (2.88 miles) and is approximately 5,200
feet (0.98 miles) longer than the existing route. Approximately 52.3 acres of land would have to
be cleared. The total incremental cost to use this route was estimated at $1,119,400.

Alternative B3: The first part of this route follows either B1 or B2 to a point on the north side
of Snake Pond Road where it continues in
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an arc easterly towards Conway Lake then northerly crossing Route 113 and the Saco River
rejoining the existing corridor on the west side of Route 302 near the Saco Valley substation.
The latter portion of this route attempts to follow a corridor that has been identified in New
Hampshire Department of Transportation studies as a possible corridor for an eastern Highway
Bypass around Conway. The final route for the highway has not been selected and its future is
unknown. This route follows a long sweeping arc which results in expensive transmission line
construction, since a majority of the structures required would be angle type structures as
opposed to lower cost tangent type structures. This route also involves several additional stream
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crossings and impacts a large amount of wetlands along Route 302. The length of this route is
approximately 29,000 feet (5.49 miles) and is approximately 9,200 feet (1.74 miles) longer than
the existing route. Approximately 100 acres of land would have to be cleared. The total
incremental cost to use this route was estimated at $2,225,000.

Public Counsel argued and in her brief maintains that the Applicant has not produced any
evidence, evaluations or studies that alternative routes were considered by the Applicant with
consideration to potential health issues. The Applicant's witness, Dr. Erdreich, stated, "'l have
concluded from reviewing the scientific data that the electric and magnetic field levels expected
to occur will not have an adverse effect on public health.” ( Exhibit 9 pg. 9).

The alternative routes described above were evaluated on the basis of a number of relevant
factors including environmental impact, land use, visual impact, construction, and economic
factors. All of the alternatives involve acquiring and clearing new 150 foot wide rights-of-way
and construction of necessary access roads. Each alternative route is longer than the portion of
the existing route they would replace. There are no cost savings in employing any of the
alternative routes. The SEC finds that each of the alternative routes to be significantly less
favorable than the proposed route.

The SEC finds the evidence indicated that the proposed route utilizing the existing 34.5 Kv
right-of-way is preferable to each of the alternatives that have been examined, based on
consideration of economics, environmental concerns and impacts. An important factor bearing
on this finding is that the proposed transmission line occupies and follows the existing
right-of-way line for the its entire length of 13.9 miles. Use of existing right -of-way for
transmission facility additions is consistent with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission's
(FERC) policy guidelines for the siting of transmission lines. ( Exhibit 7, pg. 3).

In addition to the alternative routes discussed above, the Applicant investigated the use of
underground transmission facilities. The main deterrents to this alternative are the cost
associated with underground construction and the environmental impact resulting from such
construction. Underground construction of the entire transmission line would increase the cost of
the project by approximately $26,650,000. Underground construction does little to mitigate the
magnetic exposure and its effects on public health. (Exhibit 7 pg. 7). Although the magnetic field
exposure to people at the edge of the right-of-way or beyond would be fifty percent,
approximately, of what it is with the overhead construction, there would be increased exposures
for anyone who is standing in the immediate vicinity of the line or over the buried conductors.
Based on the economical and environmental concerns the SEC finds that the proposed
construction is preferable to underground construction. (Tr pgs. 123-124).

The Applicant also investigated system alternatives (Exhibit 5 pg. 8), including load
management, alternative transmission, a distribution alternative, the addition of more capacitors
and the addition of generation. Michael T. Smith, P.E. testified, based on the Applicant's
experience, that a sufficient amount of load management could not be achieved to overcome the
need for the new facility. For that reason and the fact that load management will not eliminate
the need for transmission capacity for the region, the load management alternative was deemed
too impracticable and not an acceptable alternative.

Two transmission alternatives were investigated. One was construction of a new 115 kV line
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from Berlin, New Hampshire to the Saco
Page 50

Valley Substation. This alternative would require the acquisition and clearing of
approximately 35 miles of new right-of-way. The second transmission alternative was to
construct a 115 kV line from Deerfield, New Hampshire north to the Saco Valley Substation, a
distance of 60 miles. (Exhibit 5 pg. 9). Both alternatives were rejected because the potential
environmental impacts of each alternative were significantly greater than those of the proposed
route.

Public Counsel argued and in her brief maintains that the Applicant proposes to construct the
115 kV transmission line to provide back-up for its non-firm contract with Central Maine Power.
She suggests that, if PSNH negotiated a firm contract with Central Maine Power, PSNH would
have no need for a new transmission line or any other back-up facility as the reliability criteria
pertaining to Central Maine Power's system would not permit it to disconnect the Public Service
load. The record does not confirm Counsel's allegation that the Applicant proposes to construct
the proposed transmission line to provide back-up for its non-firm contract with Central Maine
Power. The SEC finds that the Applicant's objective is to ensure system reliability and stability.

A distribution system alternative was considered. This required the installation of a third 34.5
kV line between the White Lake and Saco Valley substations. The SEC finds that this alternative
would only pick up approximately 5 megawatts of the Saco Valley load, and would not be an
adequate technical solution to the existing problem of providing additional reliability to the area.
(Exhibit 5 pg. 9).

The SEC finds that additional generating capacity in the area could delay the need for the
proposed line if installed in sufficient quantity to assure reliability. However, there are no plans
for additional generation coming on line because the Applicant has excess generation at this
time, and the addition of generating facilities for the sole purpose of solving transmission
problems is not a feasible alternative due to higher costs in the range of $15-30 million dollars.
(Exhibit 5 pg. 10).

The SEC finds, compared to the currently owned and cleared existing right-of-way from
White Lake to Saco Valley substations, the alternatives considered are significantly more costly
and likely to have much greater adverse environmental impacts.

The following is the basis for the above findings:

A. The proposed transmission line will not unduly interfere with the orderly development
of the region, is a finding that must be made by the SEC.

On the issue of orderly development of the region, the Committee finds the single most
important factor is the selection of an existing, already occupied utility corridor for the new line.
The region has already developed and will continue to develop this corridor. Use of the existing
right-of-way for the proposed line will be consistent with the established land use patterns in the
area. The 115 kV transmission line itself will likely contribute to the future development of the
region by providing more reliable electric service to the area and helping to meet the future load
growth in the Carroll County and the Central New Hampshire region.
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In considering the issue of orderly development of the region, the Committee is required to
give "due consideration to the views of the Municipal and Regional Planning Commission and
Municipal Legislative Bodies". The Tamworth Conservation Commission, the Conway
Conservation Commission, the Madison Conservation Commission and the Board of Selectmen
of the Towns of Madison, Conway and Tamworth were placed on the service list in this
proceeding. Although these proceedings were duly noticed and publicized and the Commissions
and Municipalities were on the service list in this docket, the SEC was not presented with any
facts to indicate that the project would interfere with the orderly development of the region. In
their letter of September 29, 1992 the Selectmen of the Town of Conway recognized "the need
for a reliably consistent supply of electricity but urged that the committee "take whatever time
and actions necessary to protect the residents from those electric and magnetic fields". By letter
dated September 10, 1992, the Town Manager of Conway wrote to voice his concern with the
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proceedings moving quickly and concluded that the project should be tabled.

On the basis of the evidence submitted the SEC concludes and finds that the proposed line is
consistent with the existing land use patterns and will not unduly interfere with the orderly
development of the region.

B. The proposed transmission line will not have an unreasonable adverse environmental
effect on esthetics, historic sites, air and water quality, the natural environment and the
public health and safety, is another finding that must be made by the SEC.

Within the broader category of environmental impacts there are five specific categories of
impacts which the SEC must address. These five categories are (1) impacts on esthetics, (2)
impacts on historic sites, (3) impacts on air and water quality, (4) impacts on the natural
environment and (5) impacts on public health and safety.

Before examining the five specific impacts it should be stated that the proposed facility will
be located on or near existing transmission lines and electric substations. Secondly, every human
activity has some effect on the environment and construction and operation of the proposed
facility is no exception to the rule. However, the relevant inquiry under the statute is whether the
proposed facility will have an unreasonable environmental impact. Whether the impacts are
unreasonable depends on the assessment of the environment in which the facility will be located,
an assessment of statutory or regulatory constraints, or prohibitions against certain impacts on
the environment and a determination as to whether the proposed facility exceeds those
constraints or violates those prohibitions. Re New England Electric Transmission Corporation,
67 NH PUC 910, pg 923.

(a) Esthetics Impacts

The SEC finds that the new line and terminal additions will be located within the existing
rights-of-way and substation facilities. The majority of the line will be constructed adjacent to
the existing 34.5 kV line and will present a minimum visual impact, with the overall appearance
being reasonably compatible with the existing landscape and visual environment. The SEC finds
there will be no unreasonable adverse effect of esthetic values.
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(b) Impacts on Historic Sites

The SEC finds that the Applicant has investigated possible historic resources which might be
impacted by this project. Working closely with the N.H. Division of Historical Resources it was
determined that there are no known historical or archaeological sites within or adjacent to the
proposed right-of-way. The SEC accepts these proofs and so finds.

(c) Impacts on Air and Water Quality

The Committee finds the applicant will accomplish all wetland construction in accordance
with PSNH's Standards for Transmission Line Construction and comply with all requirements of
the N.H. Wetlands Board and the Department of Environmental Services. Air quality impacts
from the proposed line will essentially be limited to construction related dust and equipment and
vehicle exhaust emissions, which will be localized and short term. The SEC finds there will be
no unreasonable adverse effect on air and water quality.

(d) Impacts on the Natural Environment

The SEC finds that there will be no unreasonable adverse effect on the natural environment
as the use of the existing right-of-way avoids any serious adverse effects which normally would
be brought about by the destruction of habitat which is associated with the clearing of new
right-of-way.

The SEC finds the proposed transmission line will not have any unreasonable adverse effect
on esthetics, historic sites, air and water quality and the natural environment. The existing
right-of-way location of the proposed line mitigated many of the issues which normally would be
raised in this type of proceeding.
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(e) Impacts on Public Health and Safety

The issue concerning the effects of the transmission line and the exposure to electromagnetic
fields (EMF) on public health and safety initiated most of the public comments in this
proceeding. Public Counsel and members of the public expressed a real and genuine concern as
to the potential risks on human health and public safety, mainly associated with EMF.

Dr. Erdreich testified, that the scientific evidence does not show that exposure to EMF from
power lines or every day electrical devices results in the development of cancer or other adverse
health effects. When asked specifically, Will EMF occur with the proposed power line? she
replied, "electric and magnetic fields occur in the vicinity of any power line. | have reviewed the
Electric and Magnetic Field Study included in Appendix J of the Application. Electric and
magnetic fields presently exist in the vicinity of the line, and the proposed 115 kV line will
contribute to these fields. Although there will be an increase in these fields, the increase in
magnetic fields from the 115 kV line has been minimized because the engineers configured the
line in a way that reduces magnetic field levels." (Exhibit 9 pg. 9).

The specific design considerations (Exhibit 10 pg 8) incorporated in the line design to
minimize the EMF levels include the following:

1. The line will be built using single poles with conductors configured in a triangular
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pattern. This single pole type construction is illustrated in Appendix E of the Application
as Type WT-1. The triangular configuration is the effect of partial cancellation of the
fields generated from each of the individual conductors. As the distance separating each
conductor is decreased, the cancellation increases, thereby reducing the overall field
levels. The proposed design minimizes this distance as much as possible and still
maintains work clearances required by the National Electric Safety Code. Traditional H
frame design would result in magnetic field levels 85% higher on the west edge of the
right-of-way, although they would be 7% lower on the east edge.

2. The triangular design has a lower resultant field on the side with one conductor.
The line is conducted so that the single conductor is always located to the side that is
closest to the edge of the right-of-way. This reduces the magnetic field levels at the edge
of the right-of-way by 10-13% compared to a configuration with the two conductors
closest to the edge of the right-of-way.

3. The conductor heights of all conductors will be five feet higher than the minimum
required by the national Electric Safety Code. This has the effect of increasing the
distance between the edge of right-of-way and the source of the fields, thereby reducing
the magnetic field level at the edges of right-of-way. This will reduce the magnetic field
levels by 10% on the west side of the right-of-way and up to 14% in certain line sections
on the east side of the right-of-way, compared to levels at a conductor height of 20 feet
(NESC minimum).

4. In the section of line which passes through the Town of Conway where the 115 kV
line and the 34.5 kV line are double circuited on the same pole (line section 8-9), the 115
KV phases are placed on three of the top crossarms because at peak load conditions the
current in those conductors will be higher than the currents in the 34.5 kV conductors.
This configuration will minimize the field levels at the edge of right-of-way because the
conductors generating the higher fields will be farther away. This will reduce the
magnetic field on the east side of the right-of-way along this section of line by 36%
compared to conventional design placement of the 115 KV circuit conductors entirely of
one side of the pole.

5. The arrangement of the new 115 kV conductors is designed to maximize the
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cancellation effects with the adjacent 34.5 kV line. This involved investigating the
geometry and phase relationship of each line as well as studying the projected
coincidental load levels of the lines over time. The proposed phase arrangements for each
section of the right-of-way corridor are illustrated in Appendix B of the Application. the
proposed arrangements will reduce magnetic field levels by as much as 3.8 milligauss as
compared to standard designs.

Based on Dr. Erdreich's review, she concluded from reviewing the scientific data, that the
electric and magnetic field levels expected to occur will not have an unreasonable adverse effect
on public health. (Exhibit 9 pg. 9).

Dr. Erdreich was extensively cross-examined by Public Counsel and members of the
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Committee regarding the extent of the scientific community's view of the effect of EMF. (Tr pg.
185-187).

The Applicant agreed to supply two new epidemiology studies made in Sweden when they
became available. After hearings closed the studies were presented as post hearing information.
In the summary section of the study, "Magnetic Fields and Cancer in People Residing Near
Swedish High Voltage Power Lines", it states, that the results of the study provide more support
for an association between magnetic fields and cancer development than against it. The
Electrical Power Research Institute comment (also presented as post hearing information)
concerning the study is: "This vigorously conducted study of childhood and adult cancer
provides important new information. It used a design involving only a population of people who
lived relatively close to transmission lines, a first for EMF epidemiologic studies."

The results of this study do provide further evidence that there may be a true association
between exposure to the magnetic fields around AC power lines and risk of childhood cancer.
However, in the absence of more firm evidence that magnetic fields are indeed a cancer causing
agent, and in the absence of a more convincing causal link between the magnetic fields and the
tumors in question, the SEC believes that a moratorium on power lines is premature and
unwarranted at this time.

The Committee does, however, have the responsibility of weighing this potential but
unproven risk of cancer in the context of each individual application. In a similar case, New
England Electric Transmission Corp., 67 NH PUC 910 pg. 922, this Committee Stated:

"Accordingly, we must undertake an assessment of the risks of unreasonable adverse
health effects and make a judgment based on the record and the present imperfect state of
human knowledge."

Specifically the Committee must consider whether or not reasonable and appropriate
consideration has been given to this potential but unproven risk.

Thus the Committee has examined the scientific evidence presented to it regarding the health
effects of magnetic fields , the measures taken by the Applicant to minimize magnetic field
levels at the edge of the right-of-way, and construction alternatives presented in the record, the
aim of which is to minimize human exposure to magnetic fields. Based on the evidence the
Committee finds the proposed power line does not pose an unreasonable adverse effect on public
health and safety.

The SEC finds that the evidence does not support a finding that unreasonable adverse effects
will be produced by the proposed transmission line. Accordingly the SEC finds that the
electromagnetic effects of the proposed line will not have an unreasonable adverse effect on the
public health and safety.

CONCLUSION
The Site Evaluation Committee finds and determines that:

1. The proposed facility is for the construction, operation and maintenance of a 115 kV
electric transmission line to be constructed adjacent to an existing 34.5 kV transmission line in
an existing right-of-way. The reality of the situation is that the existing right-of-way will now be
burdened by two transmissions lines. In light of all the circumstances, this facility has an
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environmental impact that
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required an investigation for a Certificate of Site and Facility.

2. The proposed facility consisting of a 13.9 mile 115 kV AC power line to be constructed,
operated and maintained in the existing 34.5 kV corridor extending from the White Lake
Substation to the Saco Valley Substation, and the associated substation facilities:

a) will not unduly interfere with the orderly development of the region.

b) will not have an unreasonable adverse effect on esthetics, historic sites, air and
water quality, the natural environment and the public health and safety.

The undersigned members of the Bulk Power Supply Facility Site Evaluation Committee,
hereby adopts these findings and transmits them to the New Hampshire Public Utilities
Commission pursuant to RSA 162-F:8,1.

The Application and Petitions are referred to the Wetland Board, the Water Supply and
Pollution Control Division, Department of Environmental Services, the of Transportation, and
the Public Utilities Commission for the issuance of such permits and licenses as required by law
to be included in the Certificate of Site and Facility that may be issued by the Public Utilities
Commission.

Robert W. Varney, Dept. of Environmental Services

Stephen K. Rice, Comm. Dept. of Resources & Economic Development

Wilbur F. LaPage, Dir. Div. of Parks, Dept. of Resources and Economic Development
Dr. Patrick J. Meehan, Dir. Division of Public Health Dept. of Health & Human Services
Douglas L. Patch, Public Utilities Commission

Dr. Donald A. Normandeau, Dir. Fish & Game Dept.

Charles P. O'Leary, Comm. Dept. of Transportation

Delbert F. Downing, Dir. Water Resources Division Dept. of Environmental Services
Dennis R. Lunderville, Dir. Air Resources Division, Dept. of Environmental Services

John E. Sargent, Dir. Division of Forests & Lands Dept. of Resources & Economic
Development

Jeffrey H. Taylor, Dir. Office of State Planning

Michael D. Cannata, Jr. Chief Eng., Public Utilities Comm.
Attachment B

May 26, 1992

Robert W. Varney, Energy Facility Evaluation Committee Department of Environmental
Services Office of the 6 Hazen Drive Concord, New Hampshire 03301-0095

RE: PSNH 115 kv Electric Transmission Line, Tamworth to Conway
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Dear Varney:

At the May 5, 1992, meeting the Wetlands Board reviewed Public Service of New
Hampshire's file, #92-410, to construct a new 115 kv electric transmission line from White Lake,
Tamworth to Saco Valley, Conway utilizing an existing transmission line corridor.

The Board voted the following conditions be imposed for the dredge and fill of 32 sq.ft. for
two poles and thirteen anchors, place 32 sq.ft. of concrete blocks for two temporary bridges and
impact 7,176 sq.ft. of wetlands for temporary timber mats per plans received 2/27/92 and
3/27/92:

1. Dredge spoils to be placed out of jurisdiction.
2. Area to be regraded to original contours following completion of work.
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3. No further alteration of wetlands or surface waters.

4. All temporary structures shall be removed prior to or upon completion of the
installation work.

5. If a permit is issued, the expiration date shall be two years from issuance.

6. Duration of the permit and requested time extensions shall be in accordance with
rules Wt 502.01 and Wt 502.02.

Respectfully yours,

Delbert F. Downing

DFD/KNK/np

Attachment C

DSF 91-130 APPLICATION OF PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
Administration Room 102 Tel: (603)271-3734

January 20, 1993

Mr. Wynn Arnold Secretary and Executive Director NH Public Utilities Commission 8 Old
Suncook Road, Bldg. #1 Concord, New Hampshire 03301

Dear Mr. Arnold:

The New Hampshire Department of Transportation has considered the Petition for a Permit
under RSA Chapter 231 to cross State highways with overhead conductors with respect to the
above referenced matter. The Petition is considered with respect to six State highway crossings
which are identified in Appendix G of the Application as:

1. NH Route 16, Tamworth, NH
2. NH Route 113, Madison, NH
3. NH Route 113, Madison, NH
4. NH Route 153, Conway, NH
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5. NH Route 113, Conway, NH
6. US Route 302, Conway, NH

In recognition of the Applicant's Peition for these highway crossings, a permit is granted with
the following conditions:

A. All wires and cables located within the public ways will conform to clearances
required by the National Electric Safety Code and any additional clearances required by
the Department of Transportation, as deemed appropriate to allow for improvements to
existing highways.

B. All poles or structures will be located outside the highway right-of-way and where
practicable at least 50-feet from highway right-of-way to allow for future improvements
to the highway facilities.

C. All other facilities installed within the limits of the public right-of-way including
temporary structures, appurtenances and equipment used in the construction phase of
these transmission lines shall conform to the Utility Accommodation Manual by the State
of New Hampshire, Department of Transportation. Construction schedules and
procedures including traffic control and restoration measures shall be approved in
advance of construction by the appropriate Highway District Engineer.

D. This proposed transmission line project is within the limits of the Conway Bypass
study. To the extent practical, this line will be constructed so as to be compatible with the
proposed highway improvements. This shall be coordinated with Utilities Engineer Greg
E. Placy [Tel: (603)271-2297].

I understand that this permit with the accompanying conditions will be incorporated into a
Certificate of Site and Facility with respect to the Application, as and when issued by the Public
Utilities Commission pursuant to RSA Chapter 162-F.
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Licenses for the above-mentioned crossings of State maintained highways will be granted in
the normal manner after the crossings are installed, provided the petition for licenses are
submitted and the installations are made in compliance with the foregoing provisions.

Sincerely,

Charles P. O'Leary, Jr.

CPO/mkr

cc: Ken Kyle, NHDOT, District 3
Greg E. Placy, Utilities Engineer
David Plante, PSNH

NH.PUC*02/03/93*[74978]*78 NH PUC 57*Northern Utilities, Inc.

[Go to End of 74978]
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Re Northern Utilities, Inc.

DE 93-008
Order No. 20,740

78 NH PUC 57
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 3, 1993

Report and Order Waiving Those Provisions of 49 C.F.R. 193 Relative to Mobile Liquified
Natural Gas Facilities.

Appearances: Victor Platania and Ronald Danielson on behalf of Northern Utilities, Inc.; and
Richard G. Marini and Robert Egan on behalf of the New Hampshire Public Utilities
Commission.

BY THE COMMISSION:
REPORT
I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On November 2, 1992, Cesar DeLeon, Director, Pipeline Safety Regulatory Program of the
United States Department of Transportation issued an opinion stating that Mobile Liquified
Natural Gas (LNG) facilities were subject to the provisions of 49 C.F.R. Part 193 (Part 193).
This opinion was then disseminated to various state regulatory commissions, including the New
Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission), responsible for the enforcement of Part
193. 49 U.S.C.A. §1674.

As a result of these actions, Northern Utilities, Inc. (Northern or the Company) filed a
petition with the Commission on January 5, 1993, pursuant to 49 U.S.C.A. 1672(d) (Supp.) and
N.H. Admin. R., Puc chapter 200 requesting a waiver from Part 193 as it relates to a mobile
LNG facility sited and operated by the Company in Rochester, New Hampshire over the past ten
(10) years. See, Appendices | and I1.

On January 20, 1993, the Commission issued an Order of Notice scheduling a hearing on the
requested waiver for January 26, 1993.

Il. POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES AND STAFF
A. Northern

At the January 26, 1993, hearing Northern took the position and presented evidence that the
mobile LNG site in question was only used in extraordinary circumstances to ensure safe and
adequate service to its customers, substantial safety precautions have been and will be taken
relative to the site, and that the necessity of the site will be negated by system upgrades in the
near future. The Company also testified that the application of the requirements of Part 193 to its
mobile LNG site in Rochester, N.H. would be unduly burdensome and economically inefficient
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in the provision of service to its customers. Based on this evidence the Company requested that
the Commission grant the requested waiver and support the waiver before the Department of
Transportation.

C. Staff

Staff concurred in the Company's request for a waiver providing the Company complied with
a list of conditions precedent to the granting of a waiver which they believed would protect the
general public and the Company's customers in the absence of the application of Part 193 which
Staff agreed was unduly cumbersome and economically inefficient in the provision of service to
the Company's customers.

The conditions precedent are as follows:
Page 57

1. All LNG transports must be designed, constructed, initially tested, operated and
maintained in accordance with federal law and rules.

2. All portable LNG equipment must be operated by at least one person qualified by
experience and training in the safe operation of these system. All other operating
personnel, at a minimum, must be qualified by training.

3. All portable LNG equipment must be sited so as to minimize the possible hazard to
the public consistent with the need to provide the service.

4. Portable LNG equipment must be reasonably protected against vehicular damage.

5. Reasonable provision must be made for safely containing or controlling leakage of
LNG from valves, pipes, vaporizers or hoses.

6. Reasonable provision must be made to minimize the possibility of accidental
ignition in the event of a leak.

7. Provision must be made to ensure that the introduction of vaporized LNG will not
reduce the odorization level of the system gas below the level required by regulations.

8. All portable equipment must be continuously attended during the time LNG
transport is connected to the other portable equipment, or other means of continuous
monitoring must be maintained.

9. The portable LNG equipment must be periodically monitored for leakage by
leakage detection equipment when the LNG transport is connected to the other portable
equipment.

10. Reasonable provision must be made to restrict access by the general public when
the LNG transport is on site.

11. Portable fire fighting equipment must be present at all times and properly
maintained to allow for effective control of LNG or natural gas fires at the site.

12. Personnel operating the portable LNG facilities must be trained in the proper use
of such fire fighting equipment.
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13. Reasonable provision must be made to continuously monitor the portable
equipment as to the impact on the distribution system being served to ensure appropriate
pressures and temperatures are being maintained.

14. Means of communication must exist between the personnel operating the portable
LNG facilities and a manned operating center and local emergency authorities.

15. If practical, notification will be given to the Public Utilities Commission and the
local fire fighting agency prior to operating the facility, except that in the event of an
emergency where the integrity of the system would be impaired by a delay due to
notification, the operation may commence and notification shall be provided.
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16. The Company will provide training pertinent to the facility and LNG in general,
to the local fire fighting agency.

I11. COMMISSION ANALYSIS

Northern presented testimony that mobile LNG facilities had been in place at this and other
sites in the Rochester, New Hampshire area for approximately ten years to address a "bottleneck™
to a certain portion of their Rochester, New Hampshire distribution system that could result in
extreme pressure drops in the system in certain periods of "peak” usage. The Company testified
that during the past ten years mobile LNG had only been dispatched to the sites on "three or
four" occasions, and that failure to maintain adequate pressure through the use of the mobile
LNG facility on these occasions could have resulted in the extinguishment of pilot lights to
appliances to the affected area requiring the shut down of the entire distribution system down
stream from the "bottleneck”. The Company also testified that system upgrades would negate the
need for the site and facility within the next four years.

In regard to safety precautions the Company has taken relative to the site, the Company
testified that the facility, which is located along Route 125 in Rochester, New Hampshire, is
protected by "Jersey Barriers" to prevent vehicular traffic from penetrating the site, and has
vapor barrier fences permanently in place around the vaporizer and boiler. They further testified
that they had been in contact with the Rochester, New Hampshire Fire Department and informed
them of the potential hazards of LNG and had scheduled training sessions with the Fire
Department, which is located approximately two miles from the site, on the proper procedures to
be taken in the case of an emergency involving the LNG.

The Company testified that the mobile LNG unit was owned and operated by TransGas
under contract to Northern, TransGas maintains the units in accordance with federal law and
provides a trained mobile LNG driver/operator when the unit is in service. When the unit is on
site, the unit and facilities are operated, maintained and monitored by the driver/operator and two
trained employees of the Company. The site is in constant radio communication with a company
dispatcher (24 hours a day) and is also equipped with telephone service. In case of emergency
there are at least three thirty pound fire extinguishers on site with the mobile unit and all
individuals on site are trained to use the equipment. The Company further testified that all
sources of electricity and other potential spark producing hazards were off-site and that the
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mobile LNG unit odorizes the vaporized LNG prior to entering the distribution system.

In response to the preconditions for a waiver set forth by the Staff the Company testified it
was already in compliance with those preconditions as set forth above and would ensure that gas
detection equipment would be used when the unit was on site, that they would appropriately
notify the Commission in the event of an incident and would otherwise comply with all of the
conditions set forth by Staff including, but not limited to, the provision of a diagram designating
the design and operating specifications of the facility. See, Appendix IlI.

Based on the above record and the representations of the Company the Commission finds,
pursuant to N.H. Admin. R., Puc 201.05, that a waiver of N.H. Admin. R., Puc 506.01, adopting
49 C.F.R. Part 193 by reference, is in the public interest because the Company has demonstrated
an "existing peculiarity” and "unusual circumstance” in the Rochester, New Hampshire
distribution system warranting a departure from the rule, and because the Company has
demonstrated that its "alternative procedure” to ensure the safety of the public is "consistent with
the policies embodied in said rule". Puc 201.05

Furthermore, the commission finds that applying the requirements of Part 193 to this mobile
LNG unit would be unduly burdensome and economically inefficient in the provision of service
to Northern's customers.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Concurring: February 3, 1993
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ORDER
Upon consideration of the foregoing Report, which is made a part hereof; it is hereby

ORDERED, that Northern Utilities, Inc. request for a waiver from N.H. Admin. R., Puc
506.01, adopting 49 C.F.R. Part 193 by reference, pursuant to N.H. Admin. R., Puc 201.05 and
49 U.S.C.A. 81672(d) (Supp.) is granted; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Commission's Executive Director and Secretary
immediately forward a copy of this Report and Order granting the requested waiver to the
Secretary of the Department of Transportation for her review pursuant to 49 U.S.C.A. §1672(d)

(Supp.).
By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this third day of February,
1993.

APPENDIX |
January 5, 1993

Mr. Richard G. Marini, P.E. Gas Safety Engineer New Hampshire Public Utilities
Commission 8 Old Suncook Road Concord, NH 03301-5185

Dear Mr. Marini:

In response to the memo dated November 2, 1992 from Cesar DeLeon, Director Pipeline
Safety Regulatory Program to Richard Sanders, Manager Pipeline Safety Division and circulated
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to the various state regulating agencies concerning mobile LNG facilities, Northern Utilities
would like to apply for a waiver on the use of its portable LNG facility in Rochester, NH.

The Rochester, NH system consists of 150 Ib. high pressure one-way feed into a regulator
station with a 50 Ib. outlet feeding approximately 1,378 customers with a peak hourly send out of
approximately 149 MCFH. Our engineering analysis has identified a potential problem with this
system in the event our high pressure supply to the area is inadequate. The addition of our
portable unit will insure adequate supply to the area in the event of a problem.

The portable unit is a 150 MCF per hour unit at 50 Ib. The facility will be housed on site
within a vapor fence with Jersey barriers installed between the vaporizer and the road to protect
the facility which was a request of the Rochester Fire Department. The unit will be continuously
manned with at least two trained operators and a Trans Gas LNG certified driver during
operation. In the event the portable unit is required, we anticipate its operation encompassing a 2
to 4 hour period during the morning peak supply load and an additional 2 to 4 hours period
during the evening peak load. We have contacted the Rochester Fire Department and have
incorporated their suggestions into our facility placement in the area and have scheduled training
sessions with their personnel when the unit is placed at the site. There will be no LNG product at
the site other than the times stated previously. Northern Utilities has initiated a 4 year plan to
replace the existing mains feeding the system and with the advent of the Portland pipeline in
1996 this facility will no longer be required.

Sincerely,
Vic Platania, Manager
Gas Operations
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APPENDIX 111
January 29, 1993

Mr. Richard Marini, P.E. State of New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission 8 Old
Suncook Rd Concord NH 03301-5185

Dear Mr. Marini:

This correspondence is included as part of Northern Utilities' request for a waiver with
regard to the operation of a portable LNG vaporizer at the Rochester, New Hampshire regulator
station.

In order to maintain gas supply to the communities located north of the Varney Brook
metering station in Dover while minimizing the need to operate the portable vaporizer, Northern
Utilities has planned to replace the following distribution mains as system improvements based
on design day conditions:

1993 - Replace approximately 6,000' of 4" bare steel main with 8" coated steel along the 500
psi line between the Gulf Road station in Dover, and the High Street station in Somersworth.
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1994 - Replace an additional 5,200' of 4" bare steel main with 8" coated steel along the 500
psi line between the Gulf Road station in Dover, and the High Street station in Somersworth.

Replace approximately 5,200' of 4" bare steel main with 8" coated steel along the 150 psi line
between Somersworth and Rochester.

1995 - Replace the balance of 4" bare steel (approximately 2.5 miles) with 8" coated steel
along the 500 psi line between the Gulf Road station in Dover, and the High Street station in
Somersworth.

1996 - No additional improvements necessary to the distribution system as the Portland
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Natural Gas Transmission System pipeline is scheduled for construction this year.
Very truly yours,

Edward Wencis

Engineering Manager

EW:jh cc: R. Cencini

P. LaShoto

V. Platania

J. Snow

January 29, 1993

Mr Richard Marini P.E. State of New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission 8 Old Suncook
Rd Concord NH 03301-5185

Dear Mr. Marini:

Enclosed are schematics detailing the Rochester Regulation Station and the LNG portable
unit (both vaporizer & boiler).

In addition to this information, the Rochester system is monitored at our Ludlow 24-hour
Dispatch Center by two (2) telemeters. One on the inlet 150 psi line and the second on the 45 psi
(distribution operating pressure) line. In addition to these telemeters, there is also a recording
chart at the tail end of the system which is picked up and changed weekly.

Sincerely,

Vic Platania, Manager

Gas Operations

VP:jh

Via FacsimileEncl.

DESIGN GOES HERE — CANNOT BE PROVIDED ELECTRONICALLY
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January 29, 1993

Mr. Richard G. Marini, PE New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission 8 Old Suncook
Road Concord, NH 03301

RE: Public Hearing DE 93-008
January 26, 1993
Dear Mr. Marini:

This letter confirms our conversation of January 29, 1993 and clarifies the first condition
with respect to Northern Utilities' request for a waiver from the Pipeline Safety Regulations Part
193 - Liquified Natural Gas Facilities: Federal Safety Standards.

This condition specified that all LNG transports must be designed, constructed, initially
tested, operated and maintained in accordance with 49 CFR 172. The following sections of 49
CFR apply to the above requirements for LNG transports:

171 Regulations and definitions

172 Shipping papers - markings - placarding
173 Classification of materials

177 Carriage by public highway

178 Cargo tank specifications

180 Qualification, tests, inspections

394 Reporting of accidents

396 Inspections, repairs, maintenance

397 Driving and parking rules

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. If you require any additional information, please
contact me.

Very truly yours,
Ronald P. Danielson
Manager, Gas Supply Operations
cc: V.H. Platania
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NH.PUC*02/04/93*[74979]*78 NH PUC 67*Granite State Electric Company

[Go to End of 74979]

Re Granite State Electric Company

DF 92-219
Order No. 20,741

78 NH PUC 67
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 4, 1993
Petition for Authorization and Approval to Issue and Sell One or More Long Term Notes.

Appearances: David J. Saggau, Esquire for Granite State Electric Company; John Rohrbach,
Economist for the Office of Consumer Advocate; Mary Jean Newell, Assistant Finance Director
for Staff.

BY THE COMMISSION:
REPORT
I. PROCEDURAL BACKGROUND

On November 18, 1992, Granite State Electric Company filed a Petition seeking
authorization to issue and sell long term note(s) up to $10 million through December 31, 1994 at
interest rates not to exceed 11 percent.

An Order of Notice was issued setting a hearing for January 14, 1993.

Granite State Electric Company (Granite State Electric or the Company) offered John G.
Cochrane, Director of Corporate Finance for New England Power Service Company as its only
witness.

I1. POSITION OF THE PARTIES

Granite State Electric presented three exhibits: 1) the petition for authorization and approval
to issue and sell one or more long term notes; 2) the direct testimony of John G. Cochrane; 3) the
financial exhibits Re: Proposed Issuance and Sale of one or more Long Term Notes. The
Company, through Mr. Cochrane, requested that the Commission approve the issuance and sale
of long term notes based on the data filed by Granite State Electric. The long term notes would
be issued when the Company was able, they estimate $5 million in mid-1993 and again in
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mid-1994, due to the interest coverage test requirements under Granite State Electric's
outstanding note agreements. As the Company did not know when it would actually seek the
financings it could not provide the actual interest rate it expected to obtain for its financings. The
Company did not know the actual terms and conditions of the long term notes, but estimated that
they would be similar to their outstanding notes.

Granite State Electric currently has a short term debt level of $3 million. The short term debt
level is expected to increase to $5 million by mid-year 1993 and $7 million by 1993 year-end
without any additional permanent financing. Criteria in Granite State Electric's outstanding note
agreements relating to interest coverage requirements would allow the Company to issue $2.5
million of long-term notes at this time. The Company testified that rate relief in addition to the
temporary rate relief received in September 1992 would allow earnings to improve so that
Granite State Electric could issue $5 million of notes in mid-1993. Mr. Cochrane testified that a
ten year note currently carries an interest rate of around 8%, while longer term note (20 years)
would carry a rate of approximately 8.75%. The witness also stated that any notes that Granite
State Electric issues will probably not have a sinking fund and will be redeemable with a
premium throughout their life. All other representations and warranties, covenants, and terms of
a new note issue should be very similar to Granite's outstanding notes.

The proceeds from the sale of the proposed notes will be applied by Granite State Electric to
the payment of short term borrowings incurred for, or to the cost of, or to the reimbursement of
the treasury for, retirement of outstanding notes, capitalizable additions and improvements to the
plant and property of Granite State Electric, or other capitalizable expenditures.

Staff questioned the witness regarding the 11% interest rate ceiling and whether it would be
in the best interest of the Company, especially when interest rates were currently low; the prime
rate being 6%. Staff recommended that the Commission not approve the Company's request as
there was not enough concrete data regarding the financing; it would be too ambiguous and takes
the approval process out of the Commission's hands. The Commission would have no way of
determining whether the
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best financing option has been obtained by the Company.
I11. COMMISSION ANALYSIS

During the hearing, Mr. Cochrane testified that Company thought an 11% interest rate would
cover conditions that may be occurring when it pursued the financing. However, Mr. Cochrane
also testified at the end of the hearing, that the Company would accept a lower maximum interest
rate of 10%. A post hearing letter from the Company confirmed that the 10% maximum level
would be acceptable.

The Staff is correct that the Company request is indefinite and the Commission could not
determine whether the Company has obtained the best financing option possible.

We will approve the financing request for $10 million of notes to be issued at the 10%
maximum interest rate during 1993 and 1994. We will require that, prior to soliciting bids from
potential investors for a note issue, the Company file a copy of the private placement
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memorandum for review. The Commission will then review the terms and conditions to
determine whether the financing is appropriate and in the public good. The Commission will
review the memorandum and respond within a five-day period.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Concurring: February 4, 1993
ORDER
Upon consideration of the foregoing report, which is made a part hereof, it is hereby

ORDERED, that Granite State Electric Company Petition for authorization to issue and sell
one or more Long Term Notes in the amount of $10 million over the two year period 1993-1994
is approved; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Granite State Electric Company may seek the proposed
financings at a maximum interest rate of 10%; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Granite State Electric Company shall file its financing data with
the Commission prior to solicitation of bids for any issuance of such financings; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Granite State file a Disposition of Proceeds on January 1st and
July 1st of each year.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this fourth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/04/93*[74980]*78 NH PUC 68*Granite State Electric Company

[Go to End of 74980]

Re Granite State Electric Company

DR 92-161
Order No. 20,742

78 NH PUC 68
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 4, 1993
Order Accepting the Proposed Offer of Settlement.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

WHEREAS, on January 20, 1993 the commission heard testimony and reviewed exhibits
supporting the proposed Offer of Settlement recommending commission approval of the Granite
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State Electric Company ("Granite State™) 1993-1994 Conservation and Load Management
Program; and

WHEREAS, after a thorough investigation staff entered into negotiations with Granite State
Electric Company and the Conservation Law Foundation which resulted in unanimous support
for the Offer of Settlement, appended to this Order as Attachment A; and

WHEREAS, this Order will allow Granite State to continue its current programs and
implement new programs in a timely fashion to the benefit of all ratepayers; and

WHEREAS, due to the short period of time from the January 20, 1993 hearing date and the
February 1, 1993 proposed program implementation date, the commission will issue its final
report stating the positions of staff and the parties and its analysis of the Offer of Settlement as
soon as possible; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the Offer of Settlement (Attachment A) as presented to the commission by
staff and the parties on January 20, 1993 is accepted; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to the Offer of Settlement, Granite State Electric
Company's conservation and load management
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factor of $0.00116 for residential customers and $0.00489 for commercial and industrial
customers is approved in accordance with the terms of the Settlement; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Granite State Electric Company file tariff pages in compliance
with this order before the effective date of the new factors.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this fourth day of February,
1993.

ATTACHMENT A
OFFER OF SETTLEMENT

This Offer of Settlement is jointly submitted by the New Hampshire Public Utilities
Commission Staff ("Staff"), the Conservation Law Foundation ("CLF"), and Granite State
Electric Company ("Granite State Electric” or "Company"), together the "Parties," and resolves
all issues among the Parties in this proceeding, including the budget, program design, incentive,
and rate recovery issues for Granite State Electric's 1993-1994 Conservation and Load
Management ("C&LM") Program.

I. Background

On October 1, 1992, Granite State Electric filed with the Commission its proposed
1993-1994 C&LM Program consisting of five separate residential and three commercial &
industrial ("C&I") programs.1(4) The Company's proposed budget for its C&LM program is $2.8
million per year for new business in 1993 and 1994, with a total budget of $3.3 million in 1993
which reflects carry-over from the 1992 program year, and costs associated with the 1993
program. The Company proposed a uniform cents-per-kilowatthour factor of $.00391, a
significant reduction from the currently effective C&LM factor of $.00805. While the Company
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proposes that its program designs and budget for new business of $2.8 million be approved for
the 1994 C&LM program year, the Company proposed to file on or before October 1, 1993 its
proposed 1994 C&LM factor when other costs affecting that factor are known, such as any
anticipated over- or under-recovery in 1993, carry-over from 1993, and incentives earned. The
Company projects that its 1993 and 1994 C&LM program will each produce approximately $7
million of value to its customers.2(5)

The Commission held a duly noticed pre-hearing conference on October 28, 1992, at which
time the procedural schedule was established and the motion to intervene submitted by the CLF
was approved. There were no other intervenors in this proceeding.

Both Staff and the CLF submitted testimony in this proceeding pursuant to the procedural
schedule. Staff expressed concerns over several aspects of the Company's proposal. First, Staff
expressed concerns with the implementation of the Multi-Family Retrofit Program which has a
low benefit/cost ratio while scaling back the Home Energy Management Program which has a
higher benefit/cost ratio.3(6) Second, Staff expressed concern that a two-year approval of the
Company's program designs, budgets and incentive mechanisms for new business could prevent
Staff from proposing any changes until the Company's 1995 program. Third, Staff recommended
that the Company implement separate factors for the residential and the C&I customers as
opposed to a uniform cents-per-kilowatthour factor applied across all customer classes as
proposed by the Company.

Fourth, Staff discussed the importance of cost-reflective retail pricing to effective C&LM
programs, an issue which is currently being addressed in the Company's pending rate case in
Docket No. DR 92-084. Fifth, Staff expressed opposition to the Company's proposal that it be
allowed to increase rebate levels for any measure in the Energy Initiative and Design 2000
programs by up to 20 percent to respond to customer participation and acceptance levels during
the program years. Staff believes that the rebate levels as proposed by the company should be
given a chance to succeed and that the Company should not be allowed to increase rebates at the
first sign of customer opposition. Sixth, Staff supported the Company's proposed continuance of
the maximizing and efficiency incentive mechanisms used in the 1992 program which included
recovery of the maximizing and efficiency incentives after the installed
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program measures met a 50% projected savings threshold. However, Staff's support for
continuation applied only to the 1993 program year due to its opposition to the Company's
request for a two-year approval period. In addition, Staff recommended that Granite State
Electric's value guarantee, which currently applies to all programs in the aggregate, be applied to
individual programs. Further, Staff recommended that maximizing incentives not be earned on
value created by individual programs which are not cost-effective on a one-year basis. Finally,
Staff recommended that the Commission establish an appropriate methodology to account for the
sulfur dioxide allowances the Company may receive under the Clean Air Act Amendment of
1990 for its C&LM programs.

The CLF stated that in several key areas, the Company has made substantial progress in 1992
in improving program effectiveness, serving the residential market, and expanding state-
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of-the-art evaluation and monitoring activities. The CLF believes that the Company's proposed
1993-1994 C&LM program continues to push the state-of-the-art program design in several
areas and that the Company should be awarded incentives on its programs.

1. Settlement

During the course of discovery in this proceeding, the Company responded to 33 data
requests submitted by Staff, and the Parties participated in one technical session and two
settlement conferences. As a result of these settlement conferences, the Parties hereto have
reached a settlement which resolves all issues among them in this proceeding. Specifically, the
Parties agree as follows:

1. Introduction

Granite State Electric shall implement its 1993-1994 C&LM programs as proposed,
including incentive and cost recovery mechanisms, with the modifications and
stipulations contained in this Settlement. The Company's 1993 C&LM program shall be
effective February 1, 1993, and the Company's 1994 C&LM program shall be effective
January 1, 1994.

2. Program Budget

The 1993 C&LM program budget shall be $3.4 million, of which $2.8 million is for
new business. The budget for new business in 1994 shall also be $2.8 million. Both the
1993 and 1994 budgets for new business include an additional $36,000 for the residential
Home Energy Management Program above the budget level proposed by the Company
(see paragraph 7 below). The 1993 and 1994 budgets are shown in Attachment 1. The
values associated with these budgets are shown in Attachment 2.

3. Two-Year Program Approval

The parties agree that a two-year approval of program designs and budgets is
appropriate for Granite State Electric due to the maturity of its C&LM program.

In lieu of a full C&LM petition for 1994, Granite State Electric agrees to file, on or
before October 1, 1993, its proposed 1994 C&LM factor, to be effective January 1, 1994,
which will be subject to Commission investigation and approval.

It is expressly understood that any Party to this Settlement may, pursuant to the
procedural schedule established in the Company's proposed 1994 C&LM factor
proceeding, propose any changes to the Company's 1994 C&LM program
notwithstanding the two-year approval. To the extent changes are not proposed to the
Company's 1994 C&LM program, the program shall be implemented in accordance with
the terms of this Settlement.

4. Conservation Factor
A. Program Expense Recovery

Granite State Electric shall recover its C&LM program expenses through two factors.
Residential program expenses will
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be allocated directly to residential customers and C&I program expenses will be
allocated directly to C&I customers.

B. Incentive Recovery

Granite State shall recover any incentives earned on a uniform cents-per-kilowatthour
basis across all classes. This across-the-board recovery of incentives is consistent with
the allocation of system benefits generated by all C&LM programs. A calculation of the
company's 1993 target incentive is shown in Attachment 3.

C. The Factors for 1993 and 1994

The 1993 residential C&LM factor is $0.00116 and the 1993 C&aI factor is $0.00489,
effective March 1, 1993, or the effective date of the Company's base rate change in
Docket No DR 92-084, whichever is earlier. A calculation of each factor for 1993 is
shown in Attachment 4. In calculating the 1993 factor, the over-collection from the 1992
program year will be allocated uniformly across all classes. The 1994 factors will include
an over- or under-collection in the 1993 residential or C&I programs on a class-specific
basis and will be shown in the Company's October 1, 1993 filing.

5. Home Energy Management Program

Granite State Electric agrees to increase its budget for the Home Energy management
Program in both 1993 and 1994 from $51,000 to $86,000, and shall target 200
installations in both 1993 and 1994.

6. Rebate Levels

Granite State Electric may decrease rebate levels for any individual measure or
measures in Energy Initiative and Design 2000 without formal Commission approval.
The Company agrees to notify the Commission Staff of any such rebate level changes.
Prior to any increase in rebate levels of less than 20 percent, Granite State shall notify
Commission Staff. Should Staff disagree with the Company's rationale for the rebate
increase, the Company may petition the Commission for approval. Any changes to rebate
levels in excess of 20 percent shall require advance Commission approval.

7. Maximizing Incentive

Granite State Electric may earn a maximizing incentive only on those programs
which are cost-effective in the year in which the maximizing incentive is calculated.
However, the costs and value associated with non-cost effective programs shall be
included in the calculation of the Company's efficiency incentive.

All incentives earned by Granite State Electric shall be recovered on an after the fact
basis. Accordingly, Granite State's 1993 maximizing and efficiency incentives shall be
incorporated in its 1994 C&LM factors. Final 1993 incentives shall be based on the
results of the Company's monitoring and evaluation report to be submitted to the
Commission in June of 1994.

8. Value Guarantee
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Based on Staff's in-depth review of the Company's programs, and the benefits
expected, Granite State Electric shall be allowed full recovery of all expenses associated
with any individual residential program as long as in the aggregate Granite State
Electric's residential programs create value in excess of C&LM costs for residential
customers. In addition, Granite State Electric shall be allowed full recovery of all
expenses associated with any individual C&I program as long as in the aggregate the
Company's C&I program creates value in excess of C&LM costs for its C&I customers.
If residential programs in aggregate are not cost-effective, Granite State Electric's cost
recovery shall be limited to the value created. If C&I programs
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in aggregate are not cost-effective, Granite State Electric's cost recovery shall be
limited to the value created. The calculation of value created by the Company's 1993 and
1994 programs shall be finalized based on the after- the-fact results reported in the
Company's monitoring and evaluation report submitted to the Commission in June 1994
and 1995, respectively.

9. Financing

The Company shall not enter into loan guarantees or interest buy-down agreements
for C&I customers participating in the Energy Initiative or Design 2000 programs. The
Company may, however, increase rebate levels for customers who demonstrate that they
are unable to pay the full customer contribution associated with participation in either
program. Any such increased rebate shall be first approved by Staff on a case-by-case
basis. If Staff does not agree with the proposed increased rebate levels for a particular
customer, the Company may seek approval from the Commission. The Parties agree that
the aggregate incremental cost of these higher rebates shall not exceed $100,000
annually, and that such costs will be a part of the Energy Initiative and Design 200
budgets for both 1993 and 1994.

10. Conservation Allowances

Granite State Electric agrees to work with the Environmental Protection Agency to
establish a mechanism to administer the conservation bonus allowances that may be
earned under the Clean Air Act Amendment of 1990 for the Company's C&LM program.
Granite State Electric shall periodically update the Commission on any progress made.
Granite State Electric will include a report on its progress in this regard in its October
1993 filing.

11. Miscellaneous Provisions

A. Other than as expressly stated herein, this Settlement establishes no principles and
shall not be deemed to foreclose any Party from making any contention in any future
proceeding or investigation.

B. Other than as expressly stated herein, the approval of this Settlement by the
Commission shall not in any respect constitute a determination as to the merits of any
issue in any other proceeding.
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C. This Settlement is the product of settlement negotiations. All offers of settlement
shall be without prejudice to the position of any Party or participant presenting such
offer. D. This Settlement is submitted on the condition that it be approved in full by the
Commission, and on further condition that if the Commission does not approve this
Settlement in its entirety, this Settlement shall be deemed withdrawn and shall not
constitute a part of the record in this or any other proceeding or be used for any purpose.

The Parties respectfully request the Commission to adopt this Settlement as a final resolution
of all issues in this proceeding.

Dated this 20th day of January, 1993,

Respectfully submitted, NEW HAMPSHIRE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION STAFF
Susan Chamberlin, Esquire

CONSERVATION LAW FOUNDATION Armond Cohen, Esquire
GRANITE STATE ELECTRIC COMPANY David J. Saggau, Esquire
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FOOTNOTES

1The five residential programs include 1) Electric Space Heating, which installs
weatherization and other conservation measures in the homes of customers with electric heat; 2)
Residential Lighting, which sells efficient compact fluorescent lamps at reduced prices; 3) Home
Energy Management, which cycles customers’ water heaters to shift load to off-peak hours; 4)
Energy-Crafted Homes, which promotes efficiency in the design and construction of new homes;
and 5) Multi-Family Retrofit, a new program which installs a variety of conservation measures
in electrically-heated multi-family buildings of five or more units. The proposed C&I programs
include 1) Design 2000, which encourages efficiency in new construction, renovation,
remodelling and replacement of failed equipment; 2) Energy Initiative, which encourages the
replacement of existing equipment with more efficient equipment; and 3) the Small C&I
Program which installs conservation measures in the facilities of C&I customers with average
monthly demands of less than 50 kilowatts ("kW") or annual energy use of less than 150,000
kilowatthours ("kwh").

2The overall benefit/cost ratio of the Company's C&LM program is 2.11/1. The individual
programs are also cost-effective, with the exception of Energy-Crafted Home, which, due to low
participation levels and high start-up costs, is not cost-effective on a one-year basis, but is
expected to be cost-effective over five years.

3The cost-effectiveness of the Multi-Family Retrofit Program has been revised based on
more recent data. The benefit/cost ratio for this program has moved from 1.01 to 1.55.
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[TABLE TO BE SHOT] [Attachment 1 - page 1 of 2]

GRANITE STATE ELECTRIC COMPANY N.H.P.U.C. Docket No. 92-161
Attachment 1 Page 1 of 2

1993 C&LM BUDGET

PAYROLLEXPENSEADVERTISINGTOTAL PROGRAM($000)($000)($000)($000)
RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Energy Crafted Home$3.8$16.3$6.2$26.3

Home Energy Management$1.2$84.4$0.8%$86.4

Multifamily Retrofit$4.7$94.1$0.0$98.8

Residential Lighting$6.2$219.1$36.9$262.2

Residential Space Heating$6.4$243.9$4.6$254.9 SUBTOTAL$22.3$657.8$48.5$728.6
C&I PROGRAMS

Design 2000$92.5$1,411.7$43.0$1,547.2

Energy Initiative$83.6$683.0$5.5$772.1

Small C&I1$25.7$341.1$0.4$367.1 SUBTOTAL$201.8$2,435.7$49.0$2,686.5 GRAND
TOTAL$224.1$3,093.5$97.4$3,415.1
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[TABLE TO BE SHOT] [Attachment 1 - page 2 of 2]

GRANITE STATE ELECTRIC COMPANY N.H.P.U.C. Docket No. 92-161
Attachment 1 Page 2 of 2

1994 C&LM BUDGET

PAYROLLEXPENSEADVERTISINGTOTAL PROGRAM($000)($000)($000)($000)
RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS

Energy Crafted Home$4$16$6$26

Home Energy Management$1$84$1$86

Multifamily Retrofit$5$94$0$99

Residential Lighting$6$219$37$262

Residential Space Heating$6$244$5$255 SUBTOTAL$22$658%48%$729
C&I PROGRAMS

Design 2000$93%$1,030$43%$1,166

Energy Initiative$84$485$6$574

Small C&1$26$341$0$367 SUBTOTAL$202%$1,856$49%$2,107 GRAND
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TOTAL$224$2,514$97$2,836

NOTE: Does not include any Design 2000 or Energy Initiative carryover from previous
years.
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THIS PAGE WILL BE ATTACHED AS 20-742-2.pur on diskette. [Attachment 2]
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[TABLE TO BE SHOT] [Attachment 3 - page 1 of 3]
ATTACHMENT 3 PAGE 1 OF 3

GRANITE STATE ELECTRIC 1993 C&LM INCENTIVE & CUSTOMER DIVIDEND
CALCULATION

TOTAL PLANNED ANNUALRESIDENTIAL PLANNED ANNUALC&I PLANNED
ANNUAL 1TOTAL PROGRAM VALUE BEFORE ADJUSTMENT $7,209,600 $1,190,800
$6,018,800 2NEP EVALUATION COSTS$109,000$25,000$84,000 3aCUSTOMER DIRECT
COST$689,487%$9,630$679,857 ATOTAL ADJUSTED PROGRAM VALUE $6,411,113
$1,156,170 $5,254,943 5PROGRAM COSTS$3,415,100$728,600$2,686,500 6 TOTAL
CONSERVATION INCENTIVE $516,593 $94,218 $422,375 7TCUSTOMER
DIVIDEND#$2,479,420$333,352$2,146,068
8THRESHOLD$3,205,557$578,085$2,627 47 2------===nmmmmmmm oo

LINE 1: SEE ATTACHMENT 2 LINE 2: SOURCE: DEMAND PLANNING DEPT LINE
3: SOURCE: DEMAND PLANNING DEPT LINE 4: (LINE 1-LINE 2 - LINE 3) LINE 5:
SEE ATTACHMENT 1 LINE 6: MAXIMIZING INCENTIVE PLUS EFFICIENCY
INCENTIVE (SEE

PAGES 2 AND 3 OF THIS ATTACHMENT). LINE 7: (LINE 4 - LINE 5 - LINE 6)
LINE 8: (LINE 4 * 50%)
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[TABLE TO BE SHOT] [Attachment 3 - page 2 of 3]
ATTACHMENT 3 PAGE 2 OF 3

GRANITE STATE ELECTRIC 1993 C&LM MAXIMIZING INCENTIVE
CALCULATION

TOTAL PLANNED ANNUALRESIDENTIAL PLANNED ANNUALC&I PLANNED
ANNUAL 1TOTAL PROGRAM VALUE BEFORE ADJUSTMENT $7,209,600 $1,190,800
$6,018,800 2NEP EVALUATION COSTS$109,000$25,000$84,000 3aCUSTOMER DIRECT
COST$689,487$9,630$679,857 ATOTAL ADJUSTED PROGRAM VALUE $6,411,113
$1,156,170 $5,254,943 5NON-COST EFFECTIVE PROGRAM VALUE $12,600 $12,600 $0
6VALUE ELIGIBLE FOR MAXIMIZING INCENTIVE $6,398,513 $1,143,570 $5,254,943
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7TMAXIMIZING INCENTIVE$241,102$57,179$183,923
8THRESHOLD$3,205,557$578,085$2,627,472-----<nnnwxrmmmeemmmeemmmeee e

LINE 1. SEE ATTACHMENT 2 LINE 2: SOURCE: DEMAND PLANNING DEPT LINE
3: SOURCE: DEMAND PLANNING DEPT LINE 4: (LINE 1 - LINE 2 - LINE 3) LINE 5:
SEE ATTACHMENT 2 LINE 6: (LINE 4 - LINE 5), BUT NOT LESS THAN ZERO LINE 7:
(5% * LINE 6) for Residential Programs, (3.5% * LINE

6) for C&I Programs LINE 8: (LINE 4 * 50%)
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[TABLE TO BE SHOT] [Attachment 3 - page 3 of 3]
ATTACHMENT 3 PAGE 3 OF 3
GRANITE STATE ELECTRIC 1993 C&LM EFFICIENCY INCENTIVE CALCULATION

TOTAL PLANNED ANNUALRESIDENTIAL PLANNED ANNUALC&I PLANNED
ANNUAL 1TOTAL PROGRAM VALUE BEFORE ADJUSTMENT $7,209,600 $1,190,800
$6,018,800 2NEP EVALUATION COSTS$109,000$25,000$84,000 3aCUSTOMER DIRECT
COST$689,487$9,630$679,857 ATOTAL ADJUSTED PROGRAM VALUE $6,411,113
$1,156,170 $5,254,943 5PROGRAM COSTS$3,415,100$728,600$2,686,500 6MAXIMIZING
INCENTIVES$241,102$57,179$183,923 7NET VALUE ELIGIBLE FOR EFFICIENCY
INCENTIVE

$2,754,911
$370,392

$2,384,520 8EFFICIENCY INCENTIVE$275,491$37,039$238,452
9THRESHOLD$3,205,557$578,085$2,627,472-<--<nn-xnmwmmemmeemmemmeemmem e e e

LINE 1: SEE ATTACHMENT 2. LINE 2: SOURCE: DEMAND PLANNING DEPT LINE
3: SOURCE: DEMAND PLANNING DEPT LINE 4: (LINE 1 - LINE 2 - LINE 3) LINE 5:
SEE ATTACHMENT 1. LINE 6: SEE ATTACHMENT 3, PAGE 2. LINE 7: (LINE 4- LINE5
- LINE 6) LINE 8: (LINE 7 * 10%) LINE 9: (LINE 4 * 50%)
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[TABLE TO BE SHOT] [Attachment 4 - page 1 of 2]

ATTACHMENT 4 PAGE 1 OF 2 GRANITE STATE ELECTRIC CALCULATION OF
RESIDENTIAL & C&I FACTORS

RESIDENTIALC&ITOTAL

Line 11993 Program Budget$728,600%2,686,500$3,415,100

Line 21992 Incentives (Preliminary)$126,252$232,666$358,918

Line 3Estimated 1992 YE Overcollection$385,375$710,197$1,095,572
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Line 4Estimated January 1993 Revenues$223,766$296,461$520,227
Line 5Total To Be Recovered$245,711$1,912,508%$2,158,219

Line 6Eleven Month KWH212,178,000391,017,597603,195,597
Line 71993 C&LM Factor$0.00116$0.00489$0.00358

Line 8Current Factor$0.00805$0.00805$0.00805

Line 9Decrease in Factor per KWH$0.00689$0.00316$0.00447

Line 1 Source: C&LM Department. See Attachment 1. Line 2 See Attachment 4, page 2.
Allocated on a uniform

cents/kWh basis. Collection of any Incentives earned

on GSECQ's 1993 program will be deferred until 1994. Line 3 See GSECO's C&LM
November Report (Docket No. DR 91

-128), filed on January 15, 1993. Allocated on a

uniform cents/kWh basis. Line 4 See Testimony and Schedules (MSB-3) of M.S.
Bushnell.

Docket No. DR 92-161. Line 5 (Line 1 + Line 2 - Line 3 - Line 4) Line 6 Company
Forecast A-93. Line 7 (Line 5/Line 6) Line 8 See Order No. 20,362 in Docket No. DR 91-128.
Line9 (Line 8 - Line7)
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[TABLE TO BE SHOT] [Attachment 4 - page 2 of 2]
ATTACHMENT 4 PAGE 2 OF 2

GRANITE STATE ELECTRIC 1993 C&LM INCENTIVE CALCULATION Preliminary
Estimate* TOTAL PLANNED ANNUALRESIDENTIAL PLANNED ANNUALC&I
PLANNED ANNUAL 1TOTAL PROGRAM VALUE BEFORE ADJUSTMENT $5,027,179
$1,388,376 $3,638,803 2NEP EVALUATION COSTS$122,800$21,231$101,569 3CUSTOMER
DIRECT COST$163,058%0$163,058 4ATOTAL ADJUSTED PROGRAM VALUE $4,741,321
$1,367,145 $3,374,176 5TOTAL PROGRAM COSTS$2,830,222$902,882$1,927,340 6NET
VALUE$1,911,099$464,263%$1,446,836 7TMAXIMIZING
INCENTIVE$186,453%$68,357$118,096 8EFFICIENCY INCENTIVE$172,465$39,591$132,874
9TOTAL CONSERVATION INCENTIVE $358,918 $107,948 $250,97010CUSTOMER
DIVIDEND#$1,552,181$356,315%$1,195,866 11 THRESHOLD$2,443,349%$436,529%$2,006,820*Fi
nal Estimate will be filed as part of Granite State's Fourth

Quarter Report in Mid February (Docket No. DR 91-128).

LINE 1: SOURCE: DEMAND PLANNING DEPT LINE 2: SOURCE: DEMAND
PLANNING DEPT LINE 3: SOURCE: DEMAND PLANNING DEPT LINE 4: (LINE 1 -
LINE 2 - LINE 3) LINE 5: SOURCE: C&LM DEPT LINE 6: (LINE 4 - LINE 5), BUT NOT
LESS THAN ZERO LINE 7: (5% * LINE 4) for Residential Programs, (3.5% * LINE
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4) for C&I Programs LINE 8: (0.1*(LINE 4 -(LINE 7 +LINE 5))) LINE 9: (LINE 7 +
LINE 8) LINE 10: (LINE 4 - LINE 5 - LINE 9) LINE 11: (SEE REPORT & ORDER IN
DOCKET NO. DR 91-128.

NH.PUC*02/05/93*[74981]*78 NH PUC 82*Concord Electric Company

[Go to End of 74981]

Re Concord Electric Company
Additional respondent: Exeter and Hampton Electric Company

DR 92-184
Order No. 20,743

78 NH PUC 82
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 5, 1993
Approval of 1993 C&LM Conservation Charges; Order Superseding Order No. 20,718.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

WHEREAS, on October 15, 1992, Concord Electric Company (CECO) and Exeter and
Hampton Electric (E&H) (collectively the Companies) filed with the New Hampshire Public
Utilities Commission (the commission) its 1993 Demand Side Management (DSM) Program
Plan; and

WHEREAS, on December 22, 1992 the Companies and the staff filed with the commission a
Stipulation and Agreement that resolves certain issues and defers certain other issues for further
review in January 1993; and

WHEREAS, the resolved issues relate to the continued approval of five DSM programs that
were approved in DR 91-158; and

WHEREAS, the deferred issues concern the Companies' request for approval of the two new
DSM programs and relate specifically to: (1) the appropriateness of benefit/cost ratio thresholds;
and (2) whether customer costs should be included in cost-effectiveness tests and, if so, how
such costs should be calculated; and

WHEREAS, the Stipulation also recommends that the following proposed conservation
charges for CECO and for E&H, which were set forth on tariffs filed with the Commission on
December 2, 1992, be made effective pending the resolution of the two issues reserved for the
January, 1993 hearing:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]
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CECO E&H

Domestic D, DE, D-OP

(for E&H only) and D-TOU $0.00111
Regular General Service,

G2 and G4 $0.00039
Large General Service, G1 $0.00129

- and

WHEREAS, at the hearing December 22, 1992, counsel for the Companies informed the
commission that the benefit/cost ratio for the Residential Lighting Program had been incorrectly
calculated and that the correct figure appeared to indicate that said program was uneconomic;
and

WHEREAS, the parties agreed that approval of the Residential Lighting Program be deferred
until resolution of the benefit/cost ratio issue in early 1993; and

WHEREAS, the commission finds that the conditions described in the Stipulation, as
amended orally to include the Residential Lighting Program issue, are in the public good; it is
hereby

ORDERED that the proposed conservation charges for CECO and E&H be temporarily
approved subject to final approval.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission this fifth day of February, 1993.

NH.PUC*02/05/93*[74982]*78 NH PUC 82*Public Service Company of New Hampshire

[Go to End of 74982]

Re Public Service Company of New Hampshire

DR 92-232
Order No. 20,744

78 NH PUC 82
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 5, 1993
ORDER NISI Approving Special Contract No. NHPUC-79.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER NISI

December 18, 1992, Public Service Company of New Hampshire (PSNH) filed Special
Contract No. NHPUC-79 between PSNH and CE-KSB Pump Company (CE-KSB Pump)
superseding Contract No. NHPUC-69 that has been in effect since January 1, 1992; and
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WHEREAS, the terms of Special Contract NHPUC-79 are identical in every way with
Special Contract NHPUC-69 except Special Contract NHPUC-69 extends the termination date
by one year to December 31, 1993; and

Page 82

WHEREAS, service rendered under this Special Contract consists of PSNH providing
interruptible power at a reduced rate to CE-KSB Pump to drive large pumps while they are tested
by CE-KSB Pump; and

WHEREAS, CE-KSB Pump must first notify PSNH of its plans to test pumps and specify the
amount of interruptible power required to run the pump test as well as inform PSNH of the time
and duration of the tests; and

WHEREAS, PSNH intends to treat CE-KSB Pump's Interruptible Load as Type 2 NEPOOL
DISPATCHABLE LOAD in accordance with NEPEX Criteria, Rules and Standards No. 16
thereby providing some benefit to ratepayers during periods of capacity shortages or
emergencies; and

WHEREAS, CE-KSB Pump has received service under an interruptible contract since 1978
and CE-KSB Pump receives service from PSNH under Rate LG at all other times; and

WHEREAS, PSNH has the ability to interrupt service provided under NHPUC-79 without
any notice to CE-KSB Pump; and

WHEREAS, PSNH has filed a timely compliance report describing the value of the
interruptible special contract with CE-KSB Pump; and

WHEREAS, Special Contract NHPUC-79 provides some benefit to PSNH's system load
factor as well as retaining a proven interruptible load for PSNH's future capacity needs; it is
hereby

ORDERED NISI that Special Contract No. NHPUC-79 between PSNH and CE-KSB Pump
is approved beginning twenty days from the publication date of this Order and ending December
31, 1994 unless the Commission orders otherwise in a Supplemental Order issued prior thereto;
and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that PSNH provide a report to the Commission by November 1,
1994, detailing the value CE-KSB Pump brings to PSNH's long-term resource plan, the number,
nature and time of interruptions called by PSNH as well as the response to calls for interruption
by CE-KSB Pump since July 1987; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin. Rules Puc 203.01, the petitioner notify
all persons desiring to be heard by causing an attested copy of this order to be published once in
a paper having general circulation in that portion of the State in which operations are proposed to
be conducted, such publication to be no later than February 16, 1993, said publication to be
documented by affidavit filed with this office on or before February 23, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that any interested party may file written comments and/or request
an opportunity to be heard in this matter no later than 15 days after the date of publication of this
Order.
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By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this fifth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/05/93*[74983]*78 NH PUC 83*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 74983]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

DR 92-234
Order No. 20,745

78 NH PUC 83
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 5, 1993
Order Nisi Approving Special Contract No. 102.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On December 23, 1992, the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc. (NHEC) filed Special
Contract No. 102 between NHEC and Mount Attitash Lift Corporation (Attitash); and

WHEREAS, this Special Contract is intended to provide service under NHEC's 1992-1993
Interruptible Load Program which was filed with the Commission on October 2, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the Commission heard testimony November 20, 1992, on the Joint Settlement in
which the parties agreed, inter alia, to implement NHEC's 1992-1993 Interruptible Load
Program as filed; and
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WHEREAS, on December 3, 1992, the Commission approved the Joint Settlement thereby
allowing NHEC to implement the 1992-1993 Interruptible Load Program on a special contract
basis; and

WHEREAS, proposed Special Contract No. 102, executed on December 3, 1992, provides
for 2,000 kVA of Code 20 Designated Interruptible Load and 1,000 kVA of Code 70 Designated
Interruptible Load in accordance with Commission Report and Order 20,694; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has authority under NH RSA 378:18 to approve special
contracts for service at rates other than those fixed in the public utility's schedules if special
circumstances exist which render departure from the general schedules to be just and consistent
with the public interest; and
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WHEREAS, the Commission finds the terms and conditions of the proposed Special
Contract No. 102 with Attitash are consistent with the public interest; it is hereby

ORDERED Nisi, that NHEC be, and hereby is, authorized to implement Special Contract No.
102 effective November 23, 1992, which shall be filed and made public as part of the published
schedules of NHEC; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that NHEC file which piece of equipment is subject to Code 20 or
Code 70 interruptions and the interruptible level of load for each piece of equipment within 7
days of the publication date of this order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Commission hereby waives that portion of Puc 1601.02(c),
that requires Special Contracts to be filed at least 15 days in advance of the effective date, so that
Special Contract No. 102 will be retroactively effective as of November 23, 1992; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin. Rules Puc 203.01, the petitioner notify
all persons desiring to be heard causing an attested copy of this order to be published once in a
paper having general circulation in that portion of the State in which operations are proposed to
be conducted, such publication to be no later than Feb. 16, 1993, said publication to be
documented by affidavit file with this office on or before March 5, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that any interested party may file written comments and/or request
an opportunity to be heard in this matter no later than 15 days after the date of publication of this
Order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 20 days after the publication
date of this Order unless the Commission provides otherwise in a Supplemental Order issued
prior thereto.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this fifth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/05/93*[74984]*78 NH PUC 84*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 74984]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

DR 92-235
Order No. 20,746

78 NH PUC 84
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 5, 1993
Order Nisi Approving Special Contract No. 103.
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BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On December 23, 1992, the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc. (NHEC) filed Special
Contract No. 103 between NHEC and Black Mountain Development Corporation (Black
Mountain); and

WHEREAS, this Special Contract is intended to provide service under NHEC's 1992-1993
Interruptible Load Program which was filed with the Commission on October 2, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the Commission heard testimony November 20, 1992, on the Joint Settlement in
which the parties agreed, inter alia, to implement NHEC's 1992-1993 Interruptible Load
Program as filed; and

WHEREAS, on December 3, 1992, the Commission approved the Joint Settlement thereby
allowing NHEC to implement the 1992-1993 Interruptible Load Program on a special contract
basis; and
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WHEREAS, proposed Special Contract No. 103, executed on December 3, 1992, provides
for 300 kVA of Code 20 Designated Interruptible Load and 1,000 kVA of Code 70 Designated
Interruptible Load in accordance with Commission Report and Order 20,694; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has authority under NH RSA 378:18 to approve special
contracts for service at rates other than those fixed in the public utility's schedules if special
circumstances exist which render departure from the general schedules to be just and consistent
with the public interest; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds the terms and conditions of the proposed Special
Contract No. 103 with Black Mountain are consistent with the public interest; it is hereby

ORDERED Nisi, that NHEC be, and hereby is, authorized to implement Special Contract No.
103 effective November 23, 1992, which shall be filed and made public as part of the published
schedules of NHEC; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that NHEC file which piece of equipment is subject to Code 20 or
Code 70 interruptions and the interruptible level of load for each piece of equipment within 7
days of the publication date of this order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Commission hereby waives that portion of Puc 1601.02(c),
that requires Special Contracts to be filed at least 15 days in advance of the effective date, so that
Special Contract No. 103 will be retroactively effective as of November 23, 1992; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin. Rules Puc 203.01, the petitioner notify
all persons desiring to be heard causing an attested copy of this order to be published once in a
paper having general circulation in that portion of the State in which operations are proposed to
be conducted, such publication to be no later than Feb. 16, 1993, said publication to be
documented by affidavit file with this office on or before March 5, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that any interested party may file written comments and/or request
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an opportunity to be heard in this matter no later than 15 days after the date of publication of this
Order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 20 days after the publication
date of this Order unless the Commission provides otherwise in a Supplemental Order issued
prior thereto.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this fifth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/05/93*[74985]*78 NH PUC 85*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 74985]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

DR 92-236
Order No. 20,747

78 NH PUC 85
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 5, 1993
Order Nisi Approving Special Contract No. 104.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On December 23, 1992, the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc. (NHEC) filed Special
Contract No. 104 between NHEC and Mount Cranmore, Inc. (Mount Cranmore); and

WHEREAS, this Special Contract is intended to provide service under NHEC's 1992-1993
Interruptible Load Program which was filed with the Commission on October 2, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the Commission heard testimony November 20, 1992, on the Joint Settlement in
which the parties agreed, inter alia, to implement NHEC's 1992-1993 Interruptible Load
Program as filed; and

WHEREAS, on December 3, 1992, the Commission approved the Joint Settlement thereby
allowing NHEC to implement the 1992-1993 Interruptible Load Program on a special contract
basis; and

WHEREAS, proposed Special Contract No. 104, executed on December 3, 1992, provides
for 2,383 kVA of Code 20 Designated Interruptible Load and 1,442 kVVA of Code 70 Designated
Interruptible Load in accordance with Commission Report and Order 20,694; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has authority under NH RSA 378:18 to approve special
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contracts for service at rates other than those fixed in the public utility's schedules if special
circumstances exist which render departure
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from the general schedules to be just and consistent with the public interest; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds the terms and conditions of the proposed Special
Contract No. 104 with Mount Cranmore are consistent with the public interest; it is hereby

ORDERED Nisi, that NHEC be, and hereby is, authorized to implement Special Contract No.
104 effective November 23, 1992, which shall be filed and made public as part of the published
schedules of NHEC; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that NHEC file which piece of equipment is subject to Code 20 or
Code 70 interruptions and the interruptible level of load for each piece of equipment within 7
days of the publication date of this order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Commission hereby waives that portion of Puc 1601.02(c),
that requires Special Contracts to be filed at least 15 days in advance of the effective date, so that
Special Contract No. 104 will be retroactively effective as of November 23, 1992; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin. Rules Puc 203.01, the petitioner notify
all persons desiring to be heard causing an attested copy of this order to be published once in a
paper having general circulation in that portion of the State in which operations are proposed to
be conducted, such publication to be no later than Feb. 16, 1993, said publication to be
documented by affidavit file with this office on or before March 5, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that any interested party may file written comments and/or request
an opportunity to be heard in this matter no later than 15 days after the date of publication of this
Order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 20 days after the publication
date of this Order unless the Commission provides otherwise in a Supplemental Order issued
prior thereto.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this fifth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/05/93*[74986]*78 NH PUC 86*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 74986]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

DR 92-237
Order No. 20,748
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78 NH PUC 86
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 5, 1993
Order Nisi Approving Special Contract No. 105.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On December 23, 1992, the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc. (NHEC) filed Special
Contract No. 105 between NHEC and Loon Mountain Recreation Corporation (Loon Mountain);
and

WHEREAS, this Special Contract is intended to provide service under NHEC's 1992-1993
Interruptible Load Program which was filed with the Commission on October 2, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the Commission heard testimony November 20, 1992, on the Joint Settlement in
which the parties agreed, inter alia, to implement NHEC's 1992-1993 Interruptible Load
Program as filed; and

WHEREAS, on December 3, 1992, the Commission approved the Joint Settlement thereby
allowing NHEC to implement the 1992-1993 Interruptible Load Program on a special contract
basis; and

WHEREAS, proposed Special Contract No. 105, executed on December 3, 1992, provides
for 2,000 kVA of Code 20 Designated Interruptible Load and 1,000 kVA of Code 70 Designated
Interruptible Load in accordance with Commission Report and Order 20,694; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has authority under NH RSA 378:18 to approve special
contracts for service at rates other than those fixed in the public utility's schedules if special
circumstances exist which render departure from the general schedules to be just and consistent
with the public interest; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds the terms and conditions of the proposed Special
Contract No. 105 with Loon Mountain are consistent with the public interest; it is hereby

ORDERED Nisi, that NHEC be, and hereby is, authorized to implement Special Contract No.
105 effective November 23, 1992, which shall be filed and made public as part of the published
schedules of NHEC; and it is
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FURTHER ORDERED, that NHEC file which piece of equipment is subject to Code 20 or
Code 70 interruptions and the interruptible level of load for each piece of equipment within 7
days of the publication date of this order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Commission hereby waives that portion of Puc 1601.02(c),
that requires Special Contracts to be filed at least 15 days in advance of the effective date, so that
Special Contract No. 105 will be retroactively effective as of November 23, 1992; and it is
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FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin. Rules Puc 203.01, the petitioner notify
all persons desiring to be heard causing an attested copy of this order to be published once in a
paper having general circulation in that portion of the State in which operations are proposed to
be conducted, such publication to be no later than February 16, 1993, said publication to be
documented by affidavit file with this office on or before March 5, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that any interested party may file written comments and/or request
an opportunity to be heard in this matter no later than 15 days after the date of publication of this
Order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 20 days after the publication
date of this Order unless the Commission provides otherwise in a Supplemental Order issued
prior thereto.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this fifth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/05/93*[74987]*78 NH PUC 87*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 74987]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

DR 92-238
Order No. 20,749

78 NH PUC 87
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 5, 1993
Order Nisi Approving Special Contract No. 106.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On December 23, 1992, the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc. (NHEC) filed Special
Contract No. 106 between NHEC and the Waterville Company, Inc. (Waterville); and

WHEREAS, this Special Contract is intended to provide service under NHEC's 1992-1993
Interruptible Load Program which was filed with the Commission on October 2, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the Commission heard testimony November 20, 1992, on the Joint Settlement in
which the parties agreed, inter alia, to implement NHEC's 1992-1993 Interruptible Load
Program as filed; and

WHEREAS, on December 3, 1992, the Commission approved the Joint Settlement thereby
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allowing NHEC to implement the 1992-1993 Interruptible Load Program on a special contract
basis; and

WHEREAS, proposed Special Contract No. 106, executed on December 3, 1992, provides
for 1,300 kVA of Code 70 Designated Interruptible Load in accordance with Commission Report
and Order 20,694; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has authority under NH RSA 378:18 to approve special
contracts for service at rates other than those fixed in the public utility's schedules if special
circumstances exist which render departure from the general schedules to be just and consistent
with the public interest; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds the terms and conditions of the proposed Special
Contract No. 106 with Waterville are consistent with the public interest; it is hereby

ORDERED Nisi, that NHEC be, and hereby is, authorized to implement Special Contract No.
106 effective November 23, 1992, which shall be filed and made public as part of the published
schedules of NHEC; and it is
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FURTHER ORDERED, that NHEC file which piece of equipment is subject to Code 20 or
Code 70 interruptions and the interruptible level of load for each piece of equipment within 7
days of the publication date of this order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Commission hereby waives that portion of Puc 1601.02(c),
that requires Special Contracts to be filed at least 15 days in advance of the effective date, so that
Special Contract No. 106 will be retroactively effective as of November 23, 1992; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin. Rules Puc 203.01, the petitioner notify
all persons desiring to be heard causing an attested copy of this order to be published once in a
paper having general circulation in that portion of the State in which operations are proposed to
be conducted, such publication to be no later than February 16, 1993, said publication to be
documented by affidavit file with this office on or before March 5, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that any interested party may file written comments and/or request
an opportunity to be heard in this matter no later than 15 days after the date of publication of this
Order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 20 days after the publication
date of this Order unless the Commission provides otherwise in a Supplemental Order issued
prior thereto.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this fifth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/05/93*[74988]*78 NH PUC 88*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 74988]
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Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

DR 92-239
Order No. 20,750

78 NH PUC 88
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 5, 1993
Order Nisi Approving Special Contract No. 107.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On December 23, 1992, the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc. (NHEC) filed Special
Contract No. 107 between NHEC and the Hart's Turkey Farm Restaurant (Hart's Restaurant);
and

WHEREAS, this Special Contract is intended to provide service under NHEC's 1992-1993
Interruptible Load Program which was filed with the Commission on October 2, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the Commission heard testimony November 20, 1992, on the Joint Settlement in
which the parties agreed, inter alia, to implement NHEC's 1992-1993 Interruptible Load
Program as filed; and

WHEREAS, on December 3, 1992, the Commission approved the Joint Settlement thereby
allowing NHEC to implement the 1992-1993 Interruptible Load Program on a special contract
basis; and

WHEREAS, proposed Special Contract No. 107, executed on December 3, 1992, provides
for 100 kVA of Code 70 Designated Interruptible Load in accordance with Commission Report
and Order 20,694, and

WHEREAS, the Commission has authority under NH RSA 378:18 to approve special
contracts for service at rates other than those fixed in the public utility's schedules if special
circumstances exist which render departure from the general schedules to be just and consistent
with the public interest; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds the terms and conditions of the proposed Special
Contract No. 107 with Hart's Restaurant are consistent with the public interest; it is hereby
ORDERED Nisi, that NHEC be, and hereby is, authorized to implement Special Contract No.
107 effective November 23, 1992, which shall be filed and made public as
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part of the published schedules of NHEC; and it is
FURTHER ORDERED, that NHEC file which piece of equipment is subject to Code 20 or
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Code 70 interruptions and the interruptible level of load for each piece of equipment within 7
days of the publication date of this order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Commission hereby waives that portion of Puc 1601.02(c),
that requires Special Contracts to be filed at least 15 days in advance of the effective date, so that
Special Contract No. 107 will be retroactively effective as of November 23, 1992; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin. Rules Puc 203.01, the petitioner notify
all persons desiring to be heard causing an attested copy of this order to be published once in a
paper having general circulation in that portion of the State in which operations are proposed to
be conducted, such publication to be no later than February 16, 1993, said publication to be
documented by affidavit file with this office on or before March 5, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that any interested party may file written comments and/or request
an opportunity to be heard in this matter no later than 15 days after the date of publication of this
Order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 20 days after the publication
date of this Order unless the Commission provides otherwise in a Supplemental Order issued
prior thereto.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this fifth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/05/93*[74989]*78 NH PUC 89*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 74989]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

DR 92-240
Order No. 20,751

78 NH PUC 89
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 5, 1993
Order Nisi Approving Special Contract No. 108.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On December 23, 1992, the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc. (NHEC) filed Special
Contract No. 108 between NHEC and the Black Mountain Development Corporation (Black
Mountain); and

WHEREAS, this Special Contract is intended to provide service under NHEC's 1992-1993
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Interruptible Load Program which was filed with the Commission on October 2, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the Commission heard testimony November 20, 1992, on the Joint Settlement in
which the parties agreed, inter alia, to implement NHEC's 1992-1993 Interruptible Load
Program as filed; and

WHEREAS, on December 3, 1992, the Commission approved the Joint Settlement thereby
allowing NHEC to implement the 1992-1993 Interruptible Load Program on a special contract
basis; and

WHEREAS, proposed Special Contract No. 108, executed on December 3, 1992, provides
for 200 kW of Code 20 Designated Interruptible Load in accordance with Commission Report
and Order 20,694; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has authority under NH RSA 378:18 to approve special
contracts for service at rates other than those fixed in the public utility's schedules if special
circumstances exist which render departure from the general schedules to be just and consistent
with the public interest; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds the terms and conditions of the proposed Special
Contract No. 108 with Black Mountain are consistent with the public interest; it is hereby
ORDERED Nisi, that NHEC be, and hereby is, authorized to implement Special Contract No.
108 effective November 23, 1992, which shall be filed and made public as
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part of the published schedules of NHEC; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that NHEC file which piece of equipment is subject to Code 20 or
Code 70 interruptions and the interruptible level of load for each piece of equipment within 7
days of the publication date of this order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Commission hereby waives that portion of Puc 1601.02(c),
that requires Special Contracts to be filed at least 15 days in advance of the effective date, so that
Special Contract No. 108 will be retroactively effective as of November 23, 1992; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin. Rules Puc 203.01, the petitioner notify
all persons desiring to be heard causing an attested copy of this order to be published once in a
paper having general circulation in that portion of the State in which operations are proposed to
be conducted, such publication to be no later than February 16, 1993, said publication to be
documented by affidavit file with this office on or before March 5, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that any interested party may file written comments and/or request
an opportunity to be heard in this matter no later than 15 days after the date of publication of this
Order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 20 days after the publication
date of this Order unless the Commission provides otherwise in a Supplemental Order issued
prior thereto.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this fifth day of February,
1993.
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NH.PUC*02/05/93*[74990]*78 NH PUC 90*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 74990]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

DR 92-241
Order No. 20,752

78 NH PUC 90
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 5, 1993
Order Nisi Approving Special Contract No. 109.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On December 23, 1992, the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc. (NHEC) filed Special
Contract No. 109 between NHEC and the High View Church Farms (High View); and

WHEREAS, this Special Contract is intended to provide service under NHEC's 1992-1993
Interruptible Load Program which was filed with the Commission on October 2, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the Commission heard testimony November 20, 1992, on the Joint Settlement in
which the parties agreed, inter alia, to implement NHEC's 1992-1993 Interruptible Load
Program as filed; and

WHEREAS, on December 3, 1992, the Commission approved the Joint Settlement thereby
allowing NHEC to implement the 1992-1993 Interruptible Load Program on a special contract
basis; and

WHEREAS, proposed Special Contract No. 109, executed on December 3, 1992, provides
for 250 kW of Code 20 Designated Interruptible Load and 250 kW of Code 70 Designated
Interruptible Load in accordance with Commission Report and Order 20,694; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has authority under NH RSA 378:18 to approve special
contracts for service at rates other than those fixed in the public utility's schedules if special
circumstances exist which render departure from the general schedules to be just and consistent
with the public interest; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds the terms and conditions of the proposed Special
Contract No. 109 with High View are consistent with the public interest; it is hereby ORDERED
Nisi, that NHEC be, and hereby is, authorized to implement Special Contract No. 109 effective
November 23,
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1992, which shall be filed and made public as part of the published schedules of NHEC; and
itis
FURTHER ORDERED, that NHEC file which piece of equipment is subject to Code 20 or

Code 70 interruptions and the interruptible level of load for each piece of equipment within 7
days of the publication date of this order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Commission hereby waives that portion of Puc 1601.02(c),
that requires Special Contracts to be filed at least 15 days in advance of the effective date, so that
Special Contract No. 109 will be retroactively effective as of November 23, 1992; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin. Rules Puc 203.01, the petitioner notify
all persons desiring to be heard causing an attested copy of this order to be published once in a
paper having general circulation in that portion of the State in which operations are proposed to
be conducted, such publication to be no later than February 16, 1993, said publication to be
documented by affidavit file with this office on or before March 5, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that any interested party may file written comments and/or request
an opportunity to be heard in this matter no later than 15 days after the date of publication of this
Order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 20 days after the publication
date of this Order unless the Commission provides otherwise in a Supplemental Order issued
prior thereto.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this February 5, 1993.

NH.PUC*02/08/93*[74991]*78 NH PUC 91*Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.

[Go to End of 74991]

Re Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.

DR 92-220
Order No. 20,753

78 NH PUC 91
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 8, 1993
Suspension Order and Establishment of Prehearing Conference.

BY THE COMMISSION:
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ORDER

On January 15, 1993, Pennichuck Water Works, Inc. (Pennichuck or the Company)
submitted revised tariff pages which, if allowed to go into effect would result in an increase in its
permanent rates; and

WHEREAS, the company is requesting for its Nashua and Ambherst core customers an
increase of $1,960,535.00 in gross annual revenues; and

WHEREAS, the proposed increase on a permanent basis constitutes a 24.38% increase over
its present annual revenues; and

WHEREAS, these additional revenues are proposed to be received from increases in rates for
metered, unmetered, municipal and private fire protection service and the Town of Milford
contract; and

WHEREAS, the company is presently completing a cost of service study which may result in
changes to existing rates for the services listed above greater or less than the overall 24.38%
increase for Pennichuck's Nashua and Amherst core customers; and

WHEREAS, the proposed tariff pages were filed with the commission for effect on February
15, 1993; and

WHEREAS, coincident with the request for an increase in its permanent rates, Pennichuck
submitted a petition for temporary rate relief should the Commission suspend the proposed
permanent rate request; and

WHEREAS, the temporary rate request would yield additional annual revenues of
$717,804.00 (or an increase of 9.07% to all rate services) over its currently effective rate levels;
and

WHEREAS, the petitioner requested the temporary rate hearing be held at the same time as
the procedural hearing in this matter; it is hereby
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ORDERED, that NHPUC No.4, Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.'s,
20th Revised Page 21
23rd Revised Page 22
9th revised page 22A
23rd Revised Page 23
23rd Revised Page 24;
be and hereby are suspended; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that a prehearing conference to address the procedural matters
governing the pendency of this proceeding, be held before the commission at its offices at 8 Old
Suncook Road, Concord, New hampshire at 10:00 a.m. on the twenty-sixth day of February,
1993; and it is
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FURTHER ORDERED, that at the prehearing conference a date be set for a temporary rate
hearing, thereby allowing parties granted intervenor status as well as other interested persons an
opportunity to review the company's temporary rate request and to be heard as to whether or not
the commission should establish temporary rates; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin. Rule Puc 203.01, that the petitioner
notify all persons desiring to be heard and that they should appear at the said hearing where they
may be heard on the question of whether the proposed revenue increase is in the public good, by
causing an attested copy of this order to be published once in a newspaper having general
circulation in that portion of the state in which operations are proposed, such publication to be no
later than February 12, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Pennichuck provide, pursuant to RSA 541- A:22, a copy of this
order to the Nashua, Amherst and Milford Town/City Clerks by first class U.S. mail, post
marked on or before February 12, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Pennichuck document compliance with these notice provisions
by affidavits to be filed with the commission on or before February 26, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to RSA 541-a: 17, and PUC 203.202, any party
seeking to intervene in the proceeding must submit an original motion and 8 copies to the
commission with a copy to the petitioner, on or before February 23, 1993.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this eighth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/08/93*[74992]*78 NH PUC 92*Communications Gateway Network, Inc.

[Go to End of 74992]

AX

Re Communications Gateway Network, Inc.

DE 92-145
Order No. 20,754

78 NH PUC 92
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 8, 1993

Order Confirming Denial of Authority to Conduct Business as a Telecommunications Utility in
New Hampshire.

BY THE COMMISSION:
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On July 23, 1992, the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) received a
petition from Communications Gateway Network, Inc. (CGN), a Delaware corporation, for
authority to do business as a telecommunications utility in the State of New Hampshire (petition)
pursuant to, inter alia, RSA 374:22 and RSA 374:26.

WHEREAS, the Staff of the Commission (Staff) and CGN engaged in substantial discovery;
and

WHEREAS, our Order 20,657, Denial of Petition for Authority to Conduct Business as a
Telecommunications Utility in New Hampshire, identified defects in CGN's filing; and

WHEREAS, CGN filed a letter in response to the Commission's denial of CGN's petition,
Order 20,657 and the Commission found it in the public good to accept the letter as a timely filed
Motion for Rehearing; and

WHEREAS, our Order 20,690, Order Granting Motion for Rehearing and Suspending Order
20,657, granted CGN additional opportunity to be heard, found it in the public good to grant
CGN a reasonable opportunity to cure the defects identified, and ordered that CGN shall fully
and expeditiously demonstrate to the Staff, satisfaction of the defects identified, within forty-five
days, and directed Staff to review the discovery and prepare a recommendation for the
Commission within sixty days; and
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WHEREAS, Staff has reviewed the discovery collected during, and also beyond, the
forty-five day period, and Staff timely submitted its recommendation to the Commission; and

WHEREAS, the Staff Recommendation is to deny CGN's application, based on grounds of:

(1) CGN's failure to "[f]ully and expeditiously demonstrate to Staff satisfaction of the
defects identified in Order 20,657, within forty-five days of this order; [of December 1,
1992],"

(2) CGN's failure to evidence financial fitness,
(3) CGN's failure to evidence managerial ability; and

ORDERED, that CGN is denied authority to offer intrastate, long- distance telephone
service in the State of New Hampshire.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this eighth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/09/93*[74993]*78 NH PUC 93*AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc.

[Go to End of 74993]

Re AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc.
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DE 93-007
Order No. 20,755

78 NH PUC 93
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 9, 1993
Order Nisi Approving AT&T Residence Customer Promotion.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On January 19, 1993 AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc. (AT&T) filed with the
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) a petition seeking to introduce
AT&T Residence Customer Promotion. WHEREAS, AT&T proposed to offer the promotion
from January 1, 1993 through December 31, 1993; and

WHEREAS, the promotion will allow AT&T to offer travel awards or AT&T Long Distance
Certificates to residence customers who earn points when they attain a specified dollar amount or
more in total average monthly billing for AT&T Long Distance Service; and WHEREAS, the
public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in opposition to said
petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing on this matter before the
Commission no later than March 9, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin Rules Puc 203.01, AT&T cause an
attested copy of this Order Nisi to be published in a newspaper having general circulation in that
portion of the State of New Hampshire in which operations are proposed to be conducted, such
publication to be no later than February 22, 1993 and is to be documented by affidavit filed with
this office on or before March 9, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED NISI, that the following tariff pages of AT&T Tariff PUC No. 4 -
LONG DISTANCE SERVICE, are approved:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Section 1 -Original Page 28.2

and it is FURTHER ORDERED, that AT&T file properly annotated tariff pages in
compliance with this Commission order no later than two weeks from the issuance date of this
order; and it is FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the
date of this order, unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued
prior to the effective date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this ninth day of February,
1993.
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NH.PUC*02/09/93*[74994]*78 NH PUC 94*MLDA, Inc. (Members Long Distance Advantage)

[Go to End of 74994]

Re MLDA, Inc. (Members Long Distance Advantage)

DE 92-007
Order No. 20,756

78 NH PUC 94
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 9, 1993

Order NISI Granting Petition for Authority to Conduct Business as a Telecommunications Utility
in New Hampshire.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On January 9, 1992, the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission)
received a petition from Trans National Communications, Inc., d/b/a Members Long Distance
Advantage, since incorporated in New Hampshire as MLDA, Inc. for authority to do business as
a telecommunications utility in the state of New Hampshire (petition) pursuant to, inter alia,
RSA 374:22 and RSA 374:26.

WHEREAS, MLDA proposes to do business as a reseller of intrastate long distance
telephone service; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that interim authority for intrastate competition in the
telecommunications industry is in the public good because it will allow the Commission to
analyze the effects of competition on the local exchange companies' revenue and the resultant
effect on rates; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has determined pursuant to the above finding that it would be
in the public good to allow competitors to offer intrastate long distance service on an interim
basis until the completion of consideration of the generic issue of whether there should be
competition in the intrastate telecommunications market in Docket DE 90-002, the so-called
competition docket; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that MLDA demonstrated the financial, managerial and
technical ability to offer service as conditioned by this order; and

WHEREAS, the public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in
opposition to said petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing on this matter before the
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Commission no later than March 9, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that said petitioner effect said notification by causing an attested
copy of this order to be published once in a newspaper having general statewide circulation, said
publication to be no later than February 22, 1993. Compliance with this notice provision shall be
documented by affidavit to be filed with the Commission on or before March 9, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, NISI, that MLDA hereby is granted interim authority to offer
intrastate long distance telephone service in the state of New Hampshire subject to the following
conditions:

1. that said services, as filed in its tariff submitted with the petition and subsequently
amended, shall be offered only on an interim basis until completion of the so-called competition
docket in Docket No. DE 90-002 at which time the authority granted herein may be revoked or
continued on the same or different basis;

2. that MLDA shall notify each of its customers requesting this service that the service is
approved on an interim basis and said service may be required to be withdrawn at the completion
of the so called competition docket or continued on the same or different basis;

3. that MLDA shall file tariffs for new services and changes in existing services (other than
rate changes), with effective dates of no less than 30 days after the date the tariffs are filed with
the Commission;

4. that MLDA shall notify the Commission of a change in rates to be charged the public
within one day after offering service at a rate other than the rates on file with the Commission;

5. that MLDA shall be subject and responsible for adhering to all statutes and administrative
rules relative to quality and terms and conditions of service, disconnections, deposits and billing
and specifically N.H.
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Admin. Rules, Puc Chapter 400, except those specifically waived above;
6. that MLDA shall be subject to all reporting requirements contained in RSA 374:15-19;

7. that MLDA shall compensate the appropriate Local Exchange Company for originating
and terminating access pursuant to NET Tariff N.H.P.U.C. 78, Switched Access Service Rate or
its relevant equivalent contained in the tariffs of the Independent Local Exchange Companies
until a new access charge is approved by the Commission;

8. that all new service offerings are to be accompanied by a description of the service, rates
and effective dates;

9. that MLDA shall report all intraLATA minutes of use to the affected Local Exchange
Company. Additionally, MLDA shall report to the Commission all intraLATA minutes of use,
the Local Exchange Company the minutes of use were reported to, and revenues paid to the
Local Exchange Companies, all data to be reported by service category on a monthly basis;

10. that MLDA shall report revenues associated with each service on a monthly basis;
11. that MLDA shall report the number of customers on a monthly basis;
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12. that MLDA shall report percentage interstate usage on a quarterly basis to both the
affected Local Exchange Company and the Commission. Furthermore, each Local Exchange
Company shall file quarterly data with the Commission reporting each access service
subscriber's currently declared percentage interstate usage; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that nothing contained in this order shall be construed to allow
MLDA to operate outside of the conditions set forth in appropriate Local Exchange Company
tariffs; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this order is subject to modification concerning the above listed
conditions as a result of the Commission's monitoring; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, MLDA file a compliance tariff before beginning operations in
accordance with New Hampshire Admin. Code Puc Part 1600; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the date of this
order, unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to the
effective date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this ninth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/09/93*[74995]*78 NH PUC 95*AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc.

[Go to End of 74995]

Re AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc.

DE 92-242
Order No. 20,757

78 NH PUC 95
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 9, 1993
Order Nisi Approving AT&T MultiQuest Express 900 Service.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On December 23, 1992 AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc. (AT&T) filed with
the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) a petition seeking to introduce
AT&T MultiQuest Express 900 Service as an option to the existing AT&T MultiQuest Service.

WHEREAS, AT&T proposed the filing become effective January 27, 1993; and
WHEREAS, the proposed tariffs expand the choice of telephone services to New Hampshire
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customers thereby fostering competitive entry and competition in New Hampshire while
allowing the Commission to analyze the effects of competition, which is in the public good; and

WHEREAS, the public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in
opposition to said petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written
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request for a hearing on this matter before the Commission no later than March 9, 1993; and
itis

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin Rules Puc 203.01, AT&T cause an
attested copy of this Order Nisi to be published in a newspaper having general circulation in that
portion of the State of New Hampshire in which operations are proposed to be conducted, such
publication to be no later than February 22, 1993 and is to be documented by affidavit filed with
this office on or before March 9, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED NISI, that the following tariff pages of AT&T Tariff PUC No. 1 -
CUSTOM NETWORK SERVICES, are approved:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]
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and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that AT&T file properly annotated tariff pages in compliance with
this Commission order no later than two weeks from the issuance date of this order; and it is
FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the date of this order,
unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to the effective
date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this ninth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/09/93*[74996]*78 NH PUC 96*MCI Telecommunications Corporation

[Go to End of 74996]

Re MCI Telecommunications Corporation

DE 93-002
Order No. 20,758
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78 NH PUC 96
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 9, 1993
Order Nisi Approving MCI Revisions to MCI 800 and Preferred Services.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On January 4, 1993 MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI) filed with the New
Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) a petition seeking to reduce the Direct
Termination rate for MCI 800 Service and to introduce the Friends of the Firm discount program
to Preferred customers. WHEREAS, MCI proposed the filing become effective February 4,
1993; and

WHEREAS, the proposed tariffs expand the choice of telephone services to New Hampshire
customers thereby fostering competitive entry and competition in New Hampshire while
allowing the Commission to analyze the effects of competition, which is in the public good; and

WHEREAS, the public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in
opposition to said petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing on this matter before the
Commission no later than March 9, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin Rules Puc 203.01, MCI cause an
attested copy of this Order Nisi to be published in a newspaper having general circulation in that
portion of the State of New Hampshire in which operations are proposed to be conducted, such
publication to be no later than February 22, 1993 and is to be documented by affidavit filed with
this office on or before March 9, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED NISI, that the following tariff pages of MCI Tariff PUC No. 1 -
INTRASTATE TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES, are approved:
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Second Revised Page 37

Fourth Revised Page 59
and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that MCI file properly annotated tariff pages in compliance with this
Commission order no later than two weeks from the issuance date of this order; and it is
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FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the date of this order,
unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to the effective
date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this ninth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/10/93*[74997]*78 NH PUC 97*New England Telephone

[Go to End of 74997]

Re New England Telephone

DR 92-217
Order No. 20,759

78 NH PUC 97
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 10, 1993
Order Authorizing Approval of Revisions to NET's Selective Blocking Service Tariff.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

WHEREAS, on November 16, 1992, New England Telephone (Company) filed a petition
with the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) seeking to expand the
availability of Selective Blocking Service (SBS) to include multi-line business, PBX, Centrex,
and Foreign Exchange customers where the option is available and sufficient facilities exist, for
effect December 16, 1992; and

WHEREAS, on November 30, 1992 the proposed tariff pages were suspended by Order No.
20,686 to allow for further investigation; and

WHEREAS, the Commission staff has investigated this matter including the petition and
responses to staff data requests; and

WHEREAS, upon review of the petition and the staff recommendation, the Commission
finds the proposed offering to be in the public good,; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the following tariff pages of New England Telephone are approved:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]
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and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the above tariff pages shall be effective as
of the date of this order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the rates for this service be subject to
review following the completion of the incremental cost study in
April 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that if review of the incremental cost study and
subsequent discovery indicate that the rates are below their
incremental costs, NET stockholders will make up the deficiency
between the rates charged and the incremental costs, for the period
during which the rates for this service did not cover their costs;
and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the above additions to NHPUC No. 75 Tariff
be resubmitted as required by Puc 1601.05 (k).

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this
tenth day of February, 1993.

NH.PUC*02/10/93*[74998]*78 NH PUC 98*Sprint Telecommunications Corporation

[Go to End of 74998]

Re Sprint Telecommunications Corporation

DE 93-004
Order No. 20,760

78 NH PUC 98
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 10, 1993
Order Requiring Sprint to Notify Relay Customers of Erroneous Toll Charges for Local Calls.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

From July through October 1992, Sprint charged customers for certain local calls placed
through Relay New Hampshire as if they were toll calls.

WHEREAS, Sprint is required by its franchise agreement with the New Hampshire Public
Utilities Commission (Commission) to bill calls made through the Relay Center from the
originating telephone number to the terminating telephone number as if the call were made
directly; and

WHEREAS, local calls made directly do not incur toll charges; and

WHEREAS, Sprint is unable to identify which specific local calls were billed as toll calls
from the period July through October 1992; it is hereby

ORDERED, Sprint shall place an advertisement, on or before February 28, 1993, no smaller
than one quarter page in local newspapers having circulation in metropolitan areas of the state
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including Berlin, Concord, Laconia, Keene, Manchester, Nashua and the Seacoast explaining the
billing error and how customers may receive refunds; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, Sprint shall document compliance with the above notice provision
by affidavit to filed with the commission on or before March 8, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Commission Staff review and concur the content of the
advertisement before publication; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Sprint incur the cost of the advertising campaign rather than
charging this expense to its outreach program in New Hampshire.

By Order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this tenth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/10/93*[74999]*78 NH PUC 98*AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc.

[Go to End of 74999]

Re AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc.

DE 93-011
Order No. 20,761

78 NH PUC 98
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 10, 1993
Order Nisi Approving AT&T ALL PROSM WATS.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On January 22, 1993 AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc. (AT&T) filed with the
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) a petition seeking to introduce
AT&T ALL PRO WATS as an add-on to its interstate AT&T PRO WATS Service. WHEREAS,
AT&T proposed the filing become effective February 22, 1993; and

WHEREAS, AT&T ALL PRO WATS is an optional calling plan for business customers
which provides economically priced rates for all AT&T ALL PRO WATS intrastate direct dial
calls; and WHEREAS, the proposed tariffs expand the choice of telephone services to New
Hampshire customers thereby fostering competitive entry and competition in New Hampshire
while allowing the Commission to analyze the effects of competition, which is in the public
good; and

WHEREAS, the public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in
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opposition to said petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing on this matter before the
Commission no later than March 10, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin Rules Puc 203.01, AT&T cause an
attested copy of this Order Nisi to be published in a newspaper having general circulation in that
portion of the State of New Hampshire in which operations are proposed to be conducted, such
publication to be no later than February 23, 1993 and is to be documented by affidavit filed with
this office on or before March 10, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED NISI, that the following tariff pages of AT&T Tariff PUC No. 4 -
LONG DISTANCE SERVICE, are approved:
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.and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that AT&T file properly annotated tariff pages in compliance with
this Commission order no later than two weeks from the issuance date of this order; and it is
FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the date of this order,
unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to the effective
date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this tenth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/10/93*[75000]*78 NH PUC 99*AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc.

[Go to End of 75000]

Re AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc.

DE 93-020
Order No. 20,762
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78 NH PUC 99
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 10, 1993
Order Nisi Approving AT&T UniPlansm,

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On January 29, 1993 AT&T Communications of New Hampshire Inc. (AT&T) filed with the
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) a petition seeking to introduce the
Integrated Outbound and Inbound Calling Option (UniPlan[ServiceMark]) as an enhanced
feature to AT&T MEGACOM Plus service. WHEREAS, AT&T proposed the filing become
effective March 1, 1993; and

WHEREAS, the proposed tariffs expand the choice of telephone services to New Hampshire
customers thereby fostering competitive entry and competition in New Hampshire while
allowing the Commission to analyze the effects of competition, which is in the public good; and

WHEREAS, the public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in
opposition to said petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing on this matter before the
Commission no later than March 10, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin Rules Puc 203.01, AT&T cause an
attested copy of this Order Nisi to be published in a newspaper having general circulation in that
portion of the State of New Hampshire in which operations are proposed to be conducted, such
publication to be no later than February 23, 1993 and is to be documented by affidavit filed with
this office on or before March 10, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED NISI, that the following tariff pages of AT&T Tariff PUC No. 1 -
CUSTOM NETWORK SERVICES, are approved:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]
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and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that AT&T file properly annotated tariff pages in compliance with
this Commission order no later than two weeks from the issuance date of this order; and it is
FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the date of this order,
unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to the effective
date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this tenth day of February,
1993.
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NH.PUC*02/10/93*[75001]*78 NH PUC 100*The Phillips Exeter Academy

[Go to End of 75001]

Re The Phillips Exeter Academy

DE 93-010
Order No. 20,763

78 NH PUC 100
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 10, 1993

Order Nisi Granting Authorization for a Crossing of The Phillips Exeter Academy Over Little
River in the Town of Exeter, New Hampshire.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On January 15, 1993 The Phillips Exeter Academy (petitioner) filed with the New
Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) a petition seeking license under RSA
371:17 for the licensing of an existing aerial electric line crossing over public waters in the
Town of Exeter, New Hampshire; and

WHEREAS, the original electric line crossing over the Exeter River and the Little River was
installed in 1967; and

WHEREAS, the Exeter River crossing was licensed at that time by Order No. 8725 under
D-E4608; and

WHEREAS, a review of the two crossings disclosed that the Little River facility had not
been initially licensed; and

WHEREAS, the Little River crossing consists of aerial three phase 336.4 Kcmil all
aluminum conductors operated at 34.5 kV from Phillips Exeter Academy pole E on the northeast
side of Little River to Phillips Exeter Academy pole F on the northwest side of Little River, a
span of approximately 200 feet; and

WHEREAS, a map and profile of the crossing are on file with this commission; and

WHEREAS, the electric line clearance as depicted on Phillips Exeter Academy drawing
PEA-1 Revision 1 meets the requirements of the National Electrical Safety Code; and

WHEREAS, the electric line crossings provide electric service to The Phillips Exeter
Academy Substation on the northern side of the Little River; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds the above installation and maintenance is necessary to
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enable the petitioner to provide service, without substantially affecting the public rights in or
above said waters, and, thus, it is in the public good; and

WHEREAS, the public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in
opposition to said petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing on this matter before the
Commission no later than March 10, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the petitioner effect said notification by: (1) Causing an attested
copy of this order to be published no later than February 23, 1993, once in a newspaper having
general statewide circulation and once in a newspaper having general circulation in the Exeter
area; (2) Providing, pursuant to RSA 541- A:22, a copy of this order to the Exeter Town Clerk,
by First Class U.S. mail, postmarked on or before February 23, 1993; and (3) Documenting
compliance with these notice provisions by affidavit(s) to be filed with the Commission on or
before March 10, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED NISI, that license be, and hereby is granted, pursuant to RSA 371:17
et seq. to The Phillips Exeter Academy, Exeter, New Hampshire, 03833 for the installation and
maintenance of the aforementioned crossing of an aerial electric line over the Little River in the
Town of Exeter, New Hampshire, effective March 12, 1993 unless the Commission otherwise
directs prior to the proposed effective date; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that all construction conform to requirements of the National
Electrical Safety Code and other applicable codes mandated by the Town of Exeter.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this tenth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/16/93*[75002]*78 NH PUC 101*Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.

[Go to End of 75002]

Re Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.

DR 92-177
Order No. 20,764

78 NH PUC 101
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 16, 1993

NISI Order approving the petition to provide water service to all but the Souhegan Woods Area
in the Town of Ambherst.
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BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On September 23, 1992, Pennichuck Water Works, Inc. (Pennichuck) filed a petition to
engage in the business of providing water service in a portion of the Town of Amherst, New
Hampshire known as Amherst Village District and to establish rates therein; and

WHEREAS, on November 16, 1992, the Commission approved, by order Nisi, authority to
allow Pennichuck to provide water service to the Amherst Village District; and

WHEREAS, the requisite Department of Environmental Services information concerning
Pennichuck's ability to provide water service for the entire Town of Amherst, with the exception
of the Souhegan Woods Area, has been submitted; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that approving the petitioner's request to serve the entire
Town of Amherst, with the exception of the Souhegan Woods Area is in the public good,; it is
hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing before the Commission by March
16, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Pennichuck effect said notification by (1) causing an attested
copy of this order to be published no later than March 1, 1993, once in a newspaper having
statewide circulation and once in a newspaper having general circulation in the Amherst area; (2)
providing, pursuant to RSA 541-A:22, a copy of this order to the Amherst Town Clerk by first
class US mail, postmarked on or before March 1, 1993; (3) documenting compliance with these
notice provisions by affidavit(s), to be filed with the Commission on or before March 16, 1993;
and it is

FURTHER ORDERED NISI, that authority be, and hereby is granted to Pennichuck Water
Works, Inc., to engage as a public utility in the Town of Amherst with the exception of
Souhegan Woods Development; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the date of this
order, unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to the
effective date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this sixteenth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/16/93*[75003]*78 NH PUC 101*Northern Utilities, Inc.

[Go to End of 75003]

Re Northern Utilities, Inc.
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DF 93-005
Order No. 20,765

78 NH PUC 101
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 16, 1993
Order Granting Authority to Issue and Sell Short-Term Notes Not to Exceed $10,000,000.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

WHEREAS, on January 14, 1993, Northern Utilities, Inc. filed a petition for authority to
issue and sell short-term notes not to exceed $10,000,000, until such time that Northern Utilities,
Inc. is able to obtain additional permanent financing through the issuance of long-term debt
securities; and

WHEREAS, Northern Utilities, Inc. had, at November 30, 1992, actual outstanding short
term notes payable of $5,600,000; and

WHEREAS, Northern Utilities, Inc. estimates that its capital expenditures for the twelve
month period ending November 30, 1993 to be $11,500,000, and

WHEREAS, Northern Utilities, Inc., as of November 30, 1992 had a net fixed capital balance
of $64,206,711 against which it would be entitled to have outstanding $6,420,671 of short term
notes under Commission Order No. 7446; and

WHEREAS, Northern Utilities, Inc. is requesting an increase to $10,000,000 of short term
debt on an interim basis; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the authority to issue and sell short term debt at a level not to exceed
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$10,000,000 is extended effective February 15, 1993 until all necessary approvals have been
received for the long-term debt; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Northern Utilities, Inc. shall, on January 1st and July 1st of
each year, file with this Commission a detailed statement, duly sworn to by its Treasurer,
showing the disposition of proceeds of the short term debt.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this sixteenth day of
February, 1993.

NH.PUC*02/16/93*[75004]*78 NH PUC 102*ATC New Hampshire, Inc.

[Go to End of 75004]
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Re ATC New Hampshire, Inc.

DE 93-025
Order No. 20,766

78 NH PUC 102
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 16, 1993
Order Nisi Approving Text Revisions to Timing of Calls.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On February 10, 1993 ATC New Hampshire, Inc. (ATC) filed with the New Hampshire
Public Utilities Commission (Commission) a petition seeking to make text revisions to NHPUC
Tariff No. 1, Section 3.1 -

Timing of Calls.
WHEREAS, ATC proposed the filing become effective March 8, 1993; and

WHEREAS, the filing will not increase any rate or charge, cause the withdrawal of service
nor conflict with other schedules or rules; and

WHEREAS, the public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in
opposition to said petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing on this matter before the
Commission no later than March 16, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin Rules Puc 203.01, ATC cause an
attested copy of this Order Nisi to be published in a newspaper having general circulation in that
portion of the State of New Hampshire in which operations are proposed to be conducted, such
publication to be no later than March 1, 1993 and is to be documented by affidavit filed with this
office on or before March 16, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED NISI, that the following tariff pages of ATC Tariff PUC No. 1 are
approved:

2nd Revised Page 1.1
1st Revised Page 21
and it is
FURTHER ORDERED, that ATC file properly annotated tariff pages in compliance with
this Commission order no later than two weeks from the issuance date of this order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the date of this order,
unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to the effective
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date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this sixteenth day of February,
1993.

NH.PUC*02/16/93*[75005]*78 NH PUC 102*Concord Electric Company

[Go to End of 75005]

Re Concord Electric Company

Additional respondent: Exeter and Hampton Electric Company

DR 92-184
Order No. 20,767

78 NH PUC 102
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 16, 1993

1993 Demand-side Management Plan; Report and Order Approving Implementation of New
Programs.

Appearances: LeBoeuf, Lamb, Leiby & MacRae by Paul B. Dexter, Esq. for Concord Electric
Company and Exeter & Hampton Electric Company; and Susan Chamberlin, Esg. on behalf of
the staff of the Public Utilities Commission.
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BY THE COMMISSION:
REPORT
I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On October 2, 1992 the commission issued an Order of Notice which scheduled a prehearing
conference for October 20, 1992 to establish a procedural schedule in the above referenced
docket. On October 15, 1992 Concord Electric Company and Exeter & Hampton Electric
Company (the "Companies™) filed their 1993 Demand-Side Management (DSM) Program Plan
and the testimony of Ms. Marianne Graham Messe in compliance with the provisions of Order
No. 20,477 in Docket DR 91-158.

On October 19, 1992, Mr. Maurice Lamy of RPL Enterprises filed a letter with the
commission seeking limited intervenor status in DR 92-184. The request was granted during the
course of the December 22, 1992 hearing.

At the October 20, 1992 procedural hearing the parties agreed to a procedural schedule

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 137



PURbase

which the commission approved by Report and Order No. 20,676 on November 23, 1992. The
schedule provided dates for the submission of testimony from the staff and intervenors, data
requests, data responses, one technical session and a December 22, 1992 hearing. On December
8, 1992 staff made a written request for modification of said schedule to include a second
technical session on December 10, 1992.

Due to the need for further analysis by the Companies of several issues raised by staff
relating to the proposed new programs, the parties submitted a motion to bifurcate the
proceedings. The parties submitted a partial settlement agreement at the December 22, 1992
hearing which recommended continued approval of five DSM programs that were initially
approved in DR 91-158. The parties also agreed to defer consideration of certain contested issues
that were likely to have a bearing on the commission's approval of the proposed new programs.
During the course of December 22 hearing, the Companies informed the commission of an error
in the calculation of the cost-effectiveness test for the existing Residential Lighting Program
(RLP). As aresult of that error, the Companies requested that the commission also defer
consideration of the RLP until the hearing scheduled for January, 1993.

On January 5, 1993 the commission issued Order No. 20,718 granting temporary approval of
the proposed conservation chargesl(7) . With respect to the contested issues, the parties agreed to
a filing date for supplemental testimony on January 11, 1993, a technical session on January 13,
1993 and a hearing on the merits on January 18, 1993.

I1. POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES
A. Concord Electric Company and Exeter & Hampton Electric Company

On January 11, 1993 Mr. Gantz filed supplemental testimony stating the Companies' position
on issues raised by staff in its prefiled testimony of December 1, 1992. Those issues and the
Companies' position on each, as supplemented by Mr. Gantz's oral testimony on January 18,
1993, are summarized below:

1. Should the Total Resource Cost Test be used as the basis of DSM cost-effectiveness
testing and, if so, should total or incremental customer costs be used?

The Companies agree that the Total Resource Cost Test is an appropriate basis for economic
screening of DSM programs. However, they believe that it is inappropriate to include in that test
total customer costs without an analysis of the actual measures/programs being offered. The
Companies believe that incremental customer costs (as opposed to total customer costs) should
be used in the test when the conservation measure/program results in an improvement in
efficiency over some standard measure/program. In the Companies' view, failure to use
incremental costs in such circumstances could understate the actual cost-effectiveness of
conservation measure/program and hence result in lost savings.

2. Should a minimum 1.2:1 benefit/cost ratio be required for all new residential DSM
programs, including the two new programs proposed by the Companies?
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For the reasons listed below, the Companies oppose staff's recommendation to use a
minimum benefit/cost ratio of 1.2:1 for new residential DSM programs:
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(a). Use of such a minimum ratio is unnecessary and fails to insure that non cost
factors are appropriately balanced with cost factors in the evaluation of DSM options.

(b). Variability in planning assumptions that could cause deviations from expected
outcomes can be minimized through the use of sound technical techniques, industry
standards and integration with program implementation.

(c). The minimum ratio would adversely prejudice DSM programs as compared to
supply-side options, and could cause the Companies to fail to implement certain DSM
programs with positive benefits to customers.

(d). There is no sound technical basis for establishing a minimum ratio other than
1.0:1.

(e). Undue reliance on a single, numerical factor fails to reflect the significance of
non-cost factors that are included in planning guidelines of the Companies' integrated
resource planning process.

3. Should implementation of the redesigned Residential Lighting Program (RLP) proceed
as proposed?

RLP is targeted to the hard to reach low income residential sector. For this reason the
Companies believe that it should be implemented immediately despite the fact that the
benefit/cost ratio is only 0.98:1 if sunk administrative costs are included, and 1.08:1 if those cost
are excluded.

4. Should implementation of the two new proposed residential programs, Electric Space
Heat (ESH) and Lighting Catalog (LC), proceed as proposed?

The Companies believe that implementation of the two new proposed programs, ESH and
LC, should be delayed until January, 1994 for the following reasons:

(). The Companies would like an opportunity to study the impact of staff's program
design and cost effectiveness concerns as well as the variability of other program
parameters.

(b). Experience in field monitoring and evaluation (M&E) activities of existing
programs needs to be incorporated into ongoing efforts to design M&E plans for ESH
and LC. These results will assist in verifying key budget and energy savings assumptions.

(c). Variability in program screening tests can be reduced through the use of actual
program budget values and savings assumptions submitted with responses to the Request
for Proposals (RFP) for ESH and LC.

Mr. Gantz also testified that it was the Companies' intention to award contracts to individual
energy service companies (ESCO) that would involve implementation of the proposed new ESH
and LC programs in Massachusetts and New Hampshire at approximately the same time2(8) .
The Companies believe that this would allow them to achieve economies of scale thereby
keeping program costs to a minimum for all three companies. In addition, the single ESCO
approach affords the Companies an opportunity to develop and implement uniform reporting
requirements, to maintain program continuity, and to support a single diverse database for
improved monitoring and evaluation.
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B. Staff's Position

On January 11, 1993, Mr. McCluskey filed on behalf of staff supplemental testimony. With
respect to the issue of cost- effectiveness
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testing, staff agrees with the Companies that the Total Resource Cost Test is appropriate and
that incremental customer costs should be used whenever a high efficiency measure is installed
instead of a standard efficiency measure3(9) . For measures/programs that do not entail
improvement over less efficient measures/programs#(10) | the full customer costs should be used.

Staff recommends that a minimum benefit/cost ratio of 1.2:1 should be applied to individual
DSM measures as part of the preliminary screening process in new program development and
design. Measures that fall below the minimum may be included in a program only if they
constitute a lost opportunity or if affiliated measures grouped together pass the minimum as a
whole. Given the inherent uncertainties in the primary planning variables and the rate impacts of
uneconomic DSM programs, staff believes that responsible planners should err on the side of
caution and not include programs with marginal benefit/cost ratios.

Nonetheless, staff supports the Companies' proposal to implement in 1993 the redesigned
RLP even though it has a benefit/cost ratio of only 1.08:1 especially given its focus on low
income customers. To the extent that ongoing M&E efforts identify ways to improve RLP cost
effectiveness and program delivery mechanisms, staff encourages the Companies to analyze
these results for possible modification to the 1993 program or inclusion in their 1994 C&LM
program filing.

With respect to the proposed new ESH and LC programs, staff opposes the Companies'
recommendation that implementation be delayed until January, 1994. The benefit/cost ratio for
the ESH exceeds the proposed minimum and therefore implementation should begin July, 1993
as originally proposed in the Companies' October, 1992 filing. With respect to LC, staff contends
that through program redesign the cost effectiveness can be improved from its current 1.14:1
ratio to something in excess of the proposed minimum. Such improvements in cost-effectiveness
are achievable, according to staff, based on the experiences of Granite State Electric Company,
who operates a similar lighting catalogue program with a benefit/cost ratio of 1.65:1.

Finally, staff supports the competitive bid selection process and the use of ESCOs as
program contractors. This process has proven effective in providing companies with a
substantive basis for making C&LM program design and implementation decisions. However,
staff is opposed to the imposition of any time restrictions or delays on the New Hampshire
Companies' RFP review, contractor selection process or proposed program implementation
schedules due to approvals required in Massachusetts.

C. Intervenors' Position

At the December 22, 1992 hearing on the merits two limited intervenors, Mr. Maurice Lamy
of RPL Enterprises and Mr. Walter Erikson of Waste of Energy, Inc., raised several concerns
regarding the selection by utilities of Energy Service Companies (ESCO) and the role of utilities
in the energy conservation business. Mr. Lamy and Mr. Erikson stated that the existence of
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utility sponsored DSM programs and the bidding processes contained therein make it difficult
for small ESCOs to effectively compete against the financial and business resources of larger
ESCOs who benefit from greater economies of scale and scope. However, to the extent that
utilities are required by the commission to solicit bids for DSM service contracts, such bidding,
in their opinion, should be limited only to New Hampshire based firms and that in state
contractors should receive a premium labor rate. Further, they believe that inadequate
maintenance of energy conservation measures installed by utility sponsored ESCOs is resulting
in lower energy savings, higher energy bills and thus dissatisfied customers.

I11. COMMISSION ANALYSIS

Because our January 5, 1993 order addressed only the Companies' request for approval of
their proposed 1993 conservation charges and not the concerns of the intervenors, we will
address them in this report. The commission believes that DSM bidding is a fair and effective
means of delivering least cost DSM
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measures to NH ratepayers. In addition, a well structured bidding process can provide
utilities with a broad spectrum of program options and access to valuable data and information
that would not generally be available from local contractors. Further, restricting access to the bid
process to state contractors or providing premium labor rates to those contractors is
discriminatory and does not serve the best interests of the Companies or their ratepayers. With
respect to the claim of inadequate maintenance by ESCOs, the commission believes that this
problem can be addressed through the insertion of language in the ESCO contracts requiring
periodic inspections and maintenance and by the establishment of an effective post installation
monitoring program run by the Companies.

We will now address the unresolved issues heard on January 18, 1993. With respect to the
use of the Total Resource Cost (TRC) test for program screening, we note that this test has
formed the basis of most NH electric utility DSM filings made since 1989 and was recently
approved as the basis for future gas utility DSM filings. We, therefore, believe it is appropriate
that the UNITIL Companies also use the TRC test to screen potential new programs. We also
agree that in order to realize the full economic potential of DSM, care must to be taken in the
determination of the customer cost component of the TRC test. As outlined in the testimony of
Mr. Gantz, and agreed to by staff, incremental customer costs are appropriate when a higher
efficiency measure is installed instead of a lower efficiency measure. Otherwise, the appropriate
cost is the full customer cost.

The arguments presented by staff in support of a minimum benefit/cost ratio (i.e. 1.2:1) for
residential DSM programs/measures are persuasive. Given the uncertainties relating to many of
the variables which determine program value, it is prudent to build into the screening process a
small cushion to reduce the risk that marginal programs ultimately prove to be uneconomic. This
is consistent with our decisions in Connecticut Valley Electric Company (DR 91-024) and Public
Service Company of New Hampshire (DE 92-028) where we approved a minimum benefit/cost
ratio of 1.2:1 for new residential programs and 1.5:1 for new commercial and industrial
programs. In both cases the commission intended that the threshold benefit/cost ratio to act as a
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guideline to identify measures/programs warranting additional analysis before being
incorporated in a plan to be submitted with the commission.

We wish to emphasize, however, that the Companies are not precluded from including in a
program any measure that fails to achieve the threshold level if that measure represents a lost
opportunity or if when bundled together with other measures causes the program to pass the
threshold. Further, the commission recognizes that there may be circumstances in which
measures that fail to achieve the threshold can be justified on a non-cost criteria basis, €.g., the
Residential Lighting Program addressed below.

The Companies' concern that a minimum benefit/cost ratio in excess of 1.0:1 would
adversely prejudice DSM programs as compared to supply options is not persuasive. Since the
staff recommendation is to redesign, not to withdraw, programs that fail to achieve the threshold
level, we disagree with the Companies' argument that the playing field would be tilted in favor of
supply-side options. On the contrary, we believe that the guideline will cause program planners
to look more carefully at the elements which make up DSM programs and as a result produce
greater benefits to ratepayers for the same dollars spent.

Since the redesigned RLP targets low income customers and other hard to reach segments of
the residential market, we agree with staff's recommendation to waive the guideline and approve
implementation of the program as scheduled. To the extent that monitoring and evaluation of this
program may generate information that can be used to further refine and enhance its cost-
effectiveness, we encourage the Companies to take the necessary steps to obtain this capability.

The commission does not believe that delaying ESH implementation until January, 1994 is
either necessary or in the best long term interests of the Companies' ratepayers. ESH currently
exceeds the minimum ratio and the Companies’ October 15, 1992 filing indicated that the RFP
could be issued, results
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evaluated and a contractor selected prior to proposed implementation in July, 1993. With
respect to the Companies' current concern regarding the need for additional time to develop its
M&E procedures, we note that this need was not considered sufficiently pressing in October,
1992 to support an implementation date later in 1993 or early 1994. Nor are we aware of any
developments since then that would cause us to conclude that the proposed M&E procedures
would be ineffective. Therefore, the commission directs the Companies to begin ESH
implementation in July, 1993 as initially filed and to continue their M&E developmental efforts.

Similarly, the commission believes that a delay in LC implementation until January, 1994 is
unwarranted. The record indicates that higher rebates combined with more aggressive marketing
could increase program participation and possibly raise the benefit/cost ratio from its current
level of 1.4:1. As recommended by staff, we direct the Companies to review the lighting catalog
program of Granite State Electric Company, which has a benefit/cost ratio of 1.65:1, for possible
program design options and improvements. Initial program implementation for the redesigned
program shall begin in July, 1993 as originally proposed in the Companies' filing.

Lastly, as indicated in the analysis of Mr. Lamy's and Mr. Erikson's concerns, the
commission supports the use of a competitive bid process. We are also not opposed in principle
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to the selection of a single ESCO to deliver programs in more than one jurisdiction. However,
we will not accept delays in the development and implementation of DSM programs in New
Hampshire due to timing difficulties in another jurisdiction.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Concurring: February 16, 1993
ORDER
In consideration of the foregoing report which is made a part hereof; it is hereby

ORDERED, that Concord Electric Company and Exeter & Hampton Electric Company
implement as originally proposed the Residential Lighting and the Electric Space Heat
Programs; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Lighting Catalogue Program be redesigned to improve its
cost-effectiveness.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this sixteenth day of February,
1993.

FOOTNOTES

1 On February 4, 1993 the commission issued Order No. 20,743 to clarify and replace Order
No. 20,718.

2 The proposed new programs are to be offered in the service territories of Fitchburg Gas &
Electric, Concord Electric, and Exeter & Hampton Electric Companies.

3 e.g., the replacement of a incandescent light bulb with a high efficiency compact
fluorescent light bulb.

4 e.g. the wrapping of hot water pipes.

NH.PUC*02/22/93*[75006]*78 NH PUC 107*Northern Utilities, Inc.

[Go to End of 75006]

Re Northern Utilities, Inc.

DF 93-024
Order No. 20,768

78 NH PUC 107
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 22, 1993
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Order Authorizing Northern Utilities, Inc. to Enter Into a Revolving Credit Agreement not to
Exceed $20,000,000 Over a Four Year Term.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

WHEREAS, Northern Utilities, Inc., a public utility organized and existing under the laws
of the State of New Hampshire and primarily engaged in the business of distributing natural gas
in certain cities and towns in New Hampshire and Maine, filed on February 8, 1993, a petition
for authority pursuant to R.S.A. 369:1 and 4 to enter into a Revolving Credit Agreement (the
Agreement) which will provide funds in an amount not to exceed $20,000,000 over a four year
term; and

WHEREAS, Northern Utilities, Inc. states that the purpose of the proposed Agreement will
be used to repay outstanding short-term debt and to fund future additions, extensions and
betterments to its utility plant, property and equipment; and

WHEREAS, Northern Utilities, Inc. states that the Agreement will be with the First National
Bank of Boston and will provide up to $20,000,000 of revolving credit funds for a four-year
period; and
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WHEREAS, Northern Utilities, Inc., as of December 31, 1992, had outstanding long-term
debt which amounted to $27,000,000; and

WHEREAS, Northern Utilities, Inc. had outstanding short-term debt as of December 31,
1992 of $4,500,000; and

WHEREAS, Northern Utilities, Inc., as of December 31, 1992, had 200 authorized shares of
Common Stock, $10 par value, of which 100 shares were issued and outstanding and a common
equity balance of $37,002,789; it is hereby

ORDERED, that Northern Utilities, Inc. is hereby authorized, pursuant to R.S.A. 369:1 and 4
to enter into the Agreement which will provide up to $20,000,000 in revolving credit funds for a
four-year period, the proceeds of which will be used to reduce outstanding short-term debt and to
fund future additions, extensions and betterments to its utility plant, property and equipment; and
itis

FURTHER ORDERED, that Northern Utilities, Inc., within ten (10) days of the closing, will
submit a copy of the Revolving Credit Agreement as well as a statement as to the interest rate on
the initial borrowing; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that if at any time during the term of the Agreement, Northern
Utilities, Inc. reduces the balance outstanding under the Agreement, and any portion of the
revolving credit fund shall be considered short-term debt in accordance with generally accepted
accounting principles, Northern Utilities, Inc. shall notify the Commission; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Northern Utilities, Inc. is authorized to take all steps and
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delivery and execute all documents necessary or desirable to implement and carry out the terms
of the Agreement; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that on or before January 1st and July 1st of each year, Northern
Utilities, Inc. shall file with this Commission a detailed statement, duly sworn to by its
Treasurer, showing the disposition of proceeds of the Agreement until the whole of said
proceeds have been fully accounted for.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this twenty-second day of
February, 1993.

NH.PUC*02/23/93*[75007]*78 NH PUC 108*Innovative Telecom Corporation

[Go to End of 75007]

Re Innovative Telecom Corporation

DE 92-225
Order No. 20,769

78 NH PUC 108
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 23, 1993

Order NISI Granting Petition for Authority to Conduct Business as a Telecommunications Utility
in New Hampshire, and Granting Waiver of Certain Rules.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On December 8, 1992, the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission)
received a petition from Innovative Telecommunications Corporation (ITC), a New Hampshire
corporation, for authority to do business as a telecommunications utility in the state of New
Hampshire (petition) pursuant to, inter alia, RSA 374:22 and RSA 374:26.

WHEREAS, on February 1, 1992, ITC filed a "substantially revised tariff" and ITC now
proposes to "[t]o take responsibility for securing and reselling IXC facilities which will carry
traffic associated with this service."; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that interim authority for intrastate competition in the
telecommunications industry is in the public good because it will allow the Commission to
analyze the effects of competition on the local exchange companies' revenue and the resultant
effect on rates; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has determined pursuant to the above finding that it would be
in the public good to allow competitors to offer intrastate long distance service on an interim
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basis until the completion of consideration of the generic issue of whether there should be
competition in the intrastate telecommunications market in Docket DE 90-002, the so-called
competition docket; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that ITC demonstrated the financial, managerial and
technical ability to offer service as conditioned by this order; and

WHEREAS, ITC filed a timely and proper "Motion for Waiver of Accounting Rules,"
specifically NH Admin. Rules Puc 406.03 - Accounting Rules, 409 - Uniform System of
Accounts (USOA), and 407.02 - 407.13 - Forms Required for All Telephone Utilities; and
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WHEREAS, the Commission has previously found that granting similar waivers of certain
rules is in the public interest, and granted a similar waiver to U.S. Sprint in Order No. 19,764,
dated March 19, 1990, and to WilTel in Order No. 20,632, dated October 13, 1992; and

WHEREAS, ITC represents that it uses Generally Accepted Accounting Practices (GAAP);
and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that granting ITC the limited waiver of rules is in the
public interest; and

WHEREAS, the public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in
opposition to said petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing on this matter before the
Commission no later than March 23, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that said petitioner effect said notification by causing an attested
copy of this order to be published once in a newspaper having general statewide circulation, said
publication to be no later than March 8, 1993. Compliance with this notice provision shall be
documented by affidavit to be filed with the Commission on or before March 23, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, NISI, that ITC's Motion for Waiver of Accounting Rules, received
by the Commission on February 11, 1993 described above, and limited to the specifically
referenced rules, hereby is granted; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, NISI, that ITC hereby is granted interim authority to offer intrastate
long distance services in the state of New Hampshire subject to the following conditions:

1. that said services, shall be offered only by filed and approved tariffs, and as subsequently
amended, and shall be offered only on an interim basis until completion of the so-called
competition docket in Docket No. DE 90-002 at which time the authority granted herein may be
revoked or continued on the same or different basis;

2. that ITC shall notify each of its customers requesting this service that the service is
approved on an interim basis and said service may be required to be withdrawn at the completion
of the so called competition docket or continued on the same or different basis;

3. that ITC shall file tariffs for new services and changes in existing services (other than rate
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changes), with effective dates of no less than 30 days after the date the tariffs are filed with the
Commission;

4. that ITC shall notify the Commission of a change in rates to be charged the public within
one day after offering service at a rate other than the rates on file with the Commission;

5. that ITC shall be subject and responsible for adhering to all statutes and administrative
rules relative to quality and terms and conditions of service, disconnections, deposits and billing
and specifically N.H. Admin. Rules, Puc Chapter 400, except those specifically waived above;

6. that ITC shall be subject to all reporting requirements contained in RSA 374:15-19;

7. that ITC shall compensate the appropriate Local Exchange Company for originating and
terminating access pursuant to NET Tariff N.H.P.U.C. 78, Switched Access Service Rate or its
relevant equivalent contained in the tariffs of the Independent Local Exchange Companies until a
new access charge is approved by the Commission;

8. that all new service offerings are to be accompanied by a description of the service, rates
and effective dates;

9. that ITC shall report all intraLATA minutes of use to the affected Local Exchange
Company. Additionally, ITC shall report to the Commission all intraLATA minutes of use, the
Local Exchange Company the minutes of use were reported to, and revenues paid to the Local
Exchange Companies, all data to be reported by service category on a monthly basis;
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10. that ITC shall report revenues associated with each service on a monthly basis;
11. that ITC shall report the number of customers on a monthly basis;

12. that ITC shall report percentage interstate usage on a quarterly basis to both the affected
Local Exchange Company and the Commission. Furthermore, each Local Exchange Company
shall file quarterly data with the Commission reporting each access service subscriber's currently
declared percentage interstate usage; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that nothing contained in this order shall be construed to allow ITC
to operate outside of the conditions set forth in appropriate Local Exchange Company tariffs; and
itis

FURTHER ORDERED, that this order is subject to modification concerning the above listed
conditions as a result of the Commission's monitoring; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, ITC file a compliance tariff before beginning operations in
accordance with New Hampshire Admin. Code Puc Part 1600; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the date of this
order, unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to the
effective date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this twenty-third day of
February, 1993.
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NH.PUC*02/24/93*[75008]*78 NH PUC 110*MCI Telecommunications Corporation

[Go to End of 75008]

Re MCI Telecommunications Corporation

DE 93-027
Order No. 20,770

78 NH PUC 110
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 24, 1993

Order Nisi Approving the Addition of Promotional Offerings Language to MCI NHPUC Tariff
No. 1.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On February 12, 1993 MCI Telecommunications Corporation (MCI) filed with the New
Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) a petition seeking to add Promotional
Offerings language to the Rules and Regulations section of its NHPUC Tariff No. 1 - Intrastate
Telecommunications Service. WHEREAS, MCI proposed the filing become effective March 12,
1993; and

WHEREAS, the proposed tariffs expand the choice of telephone services to New Hampshire
customers thereby fostering competitive entry and competition in New Hampshire while
allowing the Commission to analyze the effects of competition, which is in the public good; and

WHEREAS, the public should be offered an opportunity to respond in support of, or in
opposition to said petition; it is hereby

ORDERED, that all persons interested in responding to this petition be notified that they may
submit their comments or file a written request for a hearing on this matter before the
Commission no later than March 23, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin Rules Puc 203.01, MCI cause an
attested copy of this Order Nisi to be published in a newspaper having general circulation in that
portion of the State of New Hampshire in which operations are proposed to be conducted, such
publication to be no later than March 8, 1993 and is to be documented by affidavit filed with this
office on or before March 23, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED NISI, that the following tariff pages of MCI Tariff PUC No. 1 -
INTRASTATE TELECOMMUNICATIONS SERVICES are approved:

Page 110
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Sixteenth Revised Page 1

Eighth Revised Page 2

First Revised Page 22
and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that MCI file properly annotated tariff pages in compliance with this
Commission order no later than two weeks from the issuance date of this order; and it is
FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the date of this order,
unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to the effective
date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this twenty-fourth day of
February, 1993.

NH.PUC*02/26/93*[75009]*78 NH PUC 111*Granite State Electric Company

[Go to End of 75009]

Re Granite State Electric Company

DR 92,084
Order No. 20,771

78 NH PUC 111
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
February 26, 1993
Petition for Permanent Rate Increase; Report Approving Offer of Settlement.

Appearances: David J. Saggau, Esquire on behalf of Granite State Electric Company; James
Anderson, Esquire on behalf of the Office of the Consumer Advocate and Eugene F. Sullivan,
111, Esquire on behalf of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission Staff.

BY THE COMMISSION:
REPORT
I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On June 1, 1992, Granite State Electric Company (Granite State or Company) filed a petition
with this Commission requesting a permanent rate increase of $2.73 million, a 4.5 percent
increase over current revenue levels, pursuant to RSA 378:28. In addition, the Company
proposed a step increase of $0.86 million effective January 1, 1993, to reflect an accounting
change promulgated by the Financial Accounting Standards Board Statement No. 106 (FAS 106)
regarding the treatment of post-retirement benefits other than pensions. Further, the Company
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petitioned for temporary rates in the amount of $1.44 million, or 2.3 percent over current levels,
pursuant to RSA 378:27.

On June 30, 1992, this Commission issued an order suspending the proposed permanent rate
increase and set a pre-hearing conference for July 31, 1992 to address motions to 2intervene,
establish a procedural schedule on the permanent rate request, and to hear the Company's
petition for temporary rates. In addition, the Commission consolidated the Company's then-
pending Marginal Cost of Service Study proceeding in Docket No. DR 90-013 with the instant
proceeding.

On September 14, 1992, the Commission issued Order No. 20,603 establishing a procedural
schedule and approving the Company's request for temporary rates in the amount of $1.44
million.

On December 18, 1992, the Commission established generic Docket No. DA 92-199 to
address rate treatment of FAS 106 expenses for all New Hampshire Utilities, and deferred any
decision on the Company's requested step increase to waiver its FAS 106 expenses pending the
outcome of that proceeding(11) .

During the course of discovery in this proceeding, the Company responded to 115 data
requests, and participated in technical sessions and settlement negotiations with the Commission
Staff (Staff) and the Office of the Consumer Advocate (OCA). On February 24, 1993, the parties
and Staff filed an Offer of Settlement (Settlement) resolving all issues among them in this
proceeding. A duly noticed hearing on the settlement was held on February 26, 1993.

After presentation of the settlement, the Commission issued Order No. 20,771 (February 26,
1993) approving the settlement. This report will outline the terms of the settlement and the
reason for our approval.

Page 111

Il. POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES AND STAFF
A. Granite State Electric Company

Granite State filed to recover an additional $2.724 million, or 4.5 percent, in base rate
revenues effective July 1, 1992. Excluding Conservation and Load Management and Purchased
Power Adjustment Cost changes the overall base rate increase proposed is 4.89 percent. The
increase was based upon a cost of common equity of 12.50% and an overall cost of capital of
10.93%. The cost of service was developed using actual data from calendar year 1991, the test
year, and adjusted for known and measurable changes in revenues and expenses for the rate year,
1992.

Adjustments included changes to salary and wages, rate case expenses, employee fringe
benefits, conservation and load management expenses, purchase power normalization based on
the roll-in of purchased power expenses at the W-12(a)(S) level, depreciation expenses, FICA
tax expenses, and interest on customer deposits. Revenue adjustments were made to reflect
normalized test year revenues under current rates by including the full annualized usage of
several new commercial-industrial customers that began operation in 1991. A corresponding
adjustment was made to reflect increased purchased power expenses, resulting in a net reduction
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in revenue requirement of $82,000.

Granite State's filing included a number of rate design proposals supported by embedded and
marginal cost-of-service studies (COSS). Granite State used the embedded COSS, based upon a
1991 test year, to allocate the proposed revenue requirement among the rate classes. Granite
State believes the results of its embedded COSS are fundamentally sound and correct, but
proposes to make adjustments, consistent with the embedded COSS, to the rate class allocation
because of concerns about rate stability and gradualism.

B. Staff and OCA

The positions of Staff and the OCA are summarized in the Settlement, which is appended in
part as Attachment A.

I11. OFFER OF SETTLEMENT

The Settlement2(12) specifies that Granite State, Staff and the OCA agree that the Company
is allowed a permanent rate increase of $1.965 million, 3.23 percent, effective March 1, 1993.
The Settlement bases the revenue requirement, $53,266,610 exclusive of fuel, oil and purchased
power cost adjustments and conservation and load management, on a rate base of $34,165,000
and an overall cost of capital of 9.71 percent. Page 1 of 9 of Attachment 1 to the Offer of
Settlement. The difference between the temporary rate level and the permanent rate level will be
recovered through a temporary rate surcharge of $0.00046 per kwWh during a ten-month period
beginning with the March 1, 1993 effective date of the Settlement. The Settlement also provides
that Granite State will be allowed to recover effective January 1, 1993, any increased expenses
associated with post-retirement benefits other than pensions (PBOP) in accordance with the
Commission's generic docket, DA 92-199, investigating utility recovery of PBOP expenses.

IV. COMMISSION ANALYSIS

The Commission has reviewed the record in this proceeding and accepts the Offer of
Settlement presented to us. We find that the overall base rate increase of $1.965 million, based
on the settlement overall cost of capital of 9.71 percent, should enable the Company to earn
sufficiently to yield a reasonable return on its used and useful assets in accordance with RSA
378:27. While we recognize the Offer of Settlement does not specify the return on equity in the
overall cost of capital, we believe the Settlement's overall rate of return coupled with the record
on the cost of debt and capital structure provides us with the needed information on which to
base this decision.

An order consistent with this report has previously been issued.
Concurring: March 15, 1994
Page 112

ORDER

Based upon our review of the record in this docket which is described in the forthcoming
Report; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the Offer of Settlement appended hereto as Attachment A is approved in its
entirety effective March 1, 1993; and it is

© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 151



PURbase

FURTHER ORDERED, that Granite State Electric Company file a compliance tariff within
15 days from the issuance date of this Order.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this twenty-sixth day of
February, 1993.

FOOTNOTES

10n July 1, 1993, the Commission issued Order No. 20,888 in docket DA 92-199
authorizing Granite State to increase rates by $771,000, or 1.23 percent, for the implementation
of FAS 106 Post Retirement Benefits Other than Pensions.

2 The Offer of Settlement encompasses 128 pages and includes a description of the
Settlement and seven Attachments. Due to the length of the document, only the narrative and
Attachment 1, which contains exhibits describing the determination of the revenue requirements,
will be appended to the Order as Attachment A. The other six Attachments cover revenue
requirements, rate settlement surcharge determination, cost allocation, rate design, typical bill
analysis, reconciled purchased power cost adjustment and a tariff based on the Offer of
Settlement.

[THE FOLLOWING TEXT WAS NOT PUBLISHED IN NEW HAMPSHIRE VOLUME
78]

ATTACHMENT A
OFFER OF SETTLEMENT
l. Introduction

This Offer of Settlement is jointly submitted by the New Hampshire Public Utilities
Commission Staff ("Staff"), the Office of the Consumer Advocate ("OCA™) and Granite State
Electric Company ("Granite State Electric” or "Company") together the "Parties,” and resolves
all issues among the Parties in this proceeding. A summary of the procedural history, the
Company's original proposal, Staff's and the OCA's position, and the terms of the Settlement are
contained herein. The Parties request that the Commission adopt this Settlement by March 1,
1993 as final resolution of this proceeding.

I1. Procedural History

OnJune 1, 1992, Granite State Electric filed testimony and exhibits requesting a permanent
revenue increase of approximately $2.73 million, or 4.5 percent. In addition, the Company
proposed a step increase of $.86 million1(13) effective January 1, 1993, to reflect the accounting
change promulgated by the Financial Accounting Standards Board Statement No. 106 ("FAS
106") regarding the treatment of post-retirement benefits other than pensions. Further, the
Company submitted a petition for temporary rates in the amount of $1.44 million, or 2.3 percent
over the current levels pursuant to NH RSA 378:27.

In support of its requested permanent rate increase, the Company stated that its current return
on common equity was approximately 6 percent. The Company's cost of service witness
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supported the Company's proposed revenue requirement for the rate year based upon actual
results for the test period in this case, the 12-month period ended December 31, 1991. The
Company's cost of capital witness supported a return on common equity of 12.5 percent. The
Company stated that rate relief is needed due to significant investments in distribution plant, and
to offset increases in operating and maintenance expenses which the Company has incurred since
its last base rate increase in June 1990.

On June 30, 1992, the Commission issued an order suspending the proposed permanent rate
increase and set a pre-hearing conference for July 31, 1992 to address motions to intervene,
establish a procedural schedule on the permanent rate request, and to hear the Company's
petition for temporary rates. On September 14, 1992, the Commission issued Order No. 20,603
establishing a procedural schedule and approving the Company's requested temporary rate
increase of $1.44 million, effective for usage on or after September 15, 1992.

On December 18, 1992, the Commission established generic Docket No. DA 92-199 to
address rate treatment of FAS 106 expenses for all New Hampshire utilities.

No party other than the Parties to this Settlement has intervened in this proceeding.
I11. Position of the Parties

Pursuant to the procedural schedule established in this Docket, both Staff and the OCA
submitted testimony addressing the Company's request. Staff filed testimony supporting a
permanent rate increase of $1.6 million. Staff's recommendation included a return on common
equity of 10.13 percent, or 237 basis points below the 12.5 percent return supported by the
Company. Staff also expressed concern that the Company's proposed methodology for the
allocation of costs to each rate class did not reflect marginal costs. With respect to the
Company's proposed rate design, Staff suggested that the Company increase its residential
customer charges and its demand charges for the G-1 and G-2 rate (large and medium-sized
commercial and industrial customers) to better reflect marginal costs. In addition, Staff stated
that there is no justification for the lower initial block energy rate for residential customers'
usage up to 250 kilowatthours. Further, because a generic docket will soon address line
extension charges of all electric utilities, Staff suggested deferral of the Company's proposed
increase for line extensions at this time. Finally, Staff raised concerns with the benchmark rate
the Company proposes to use as the basis for determining the proper level of purchased power
costs to use to reconcile costs to revenues in future PPCA filings.

The OCA submitted testimony supporting a return on common equity of 10 percent. In
addition, the OCA, while stating several concerns with the filed cost allocation methodology,
recommended that no individual rate class should be allocated more than 125 percent of the
average base rate percentage increase, nor less than 75 percent of the average base rate
percentage increase. The OCA also made the connection with the C&LM portion of customer
bills by recommending that these costs be allocated by class.

V. Settlement

During the course of discovery in this proceeding, the Company has responded to 115 data
requests, and has participated in technical sessions and settlement negotiations with the Parties.
As a result of these settlement negotiations, the Parties have reached a comprehensive settlement
of all issues in this proceeding. Specifically, the Parties agree as follows:
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(1) The Parties agree that the Company shall be allowed a permanent rate increase of $1.965
million, effective for usage on and after March 1, 1993.

(2) The Parties expressly agree that any cost of service adjustments and the return on equity
resulting from this settlement shall be unspecified. Staff's cost of service calculations used to
reach this Settlement are shown in Attachment 1.

(3) As allowed by NH RSA 378:29, Granite State Electric shall recover the difference
between the temporary rate level and permanent rate level for usage during the period September
15, 1992 through February 28, 1993. This amount will be collected in a surcharge to be collected
over a 10-month period beginning March 1, 1993 and ending December 31, 1993. The Company
shall reconcile the revenues collected through the surcharge against the actual undercollection
for usage from September 15, 1992 to February 28, 1993. A report detailing the reconciliation
shall be filed with the Commission on or about February 15, 1994. The Company shall provide a
monthly report detailing the actual recovery of the recoupment. The surcharge for the last month
shall be adjusted to result in as accurate a recovery as possible. Any residual amounts after the
surcharge period shall be applied to the Company's C&LM fund balance. The calculation of the
rate settlement surcharge is shown in Attachment 2. When actual data is available, the Company
shall submit an accounting of the recoupment amount.

(4) The Company's revenue requirement shall be allocated to each rate class as shown in
Attachment 3.

(5) The Company's proposed rate design shall be modified as shown in Attachment 4. The
typical bill calculations from the rate design are shown in Attachment 5.

(6) Granite State Electric shall be allowed to recover any increased expenses associated with
post retirement benefits other than pensions (PBOP) effective January 1, 1993 in a manner
consistent with the outcome of the currently pending generic Docket No. DA 92-199. The rate
treatment of Granite State Electric's PBOP expenses which are incurred but not recovered
between January 1, 1993 and the conclusion of the generic proceeding will be specifically
addressed by the Commission in its order in Docket No. DA 92-199.

(7) This Settlement does not restrict the Company's ability to reflect in rates any future
changes in Federal or state taxes on its own Petition or in a proceeding initiated in accordance
with the Commission's established practice of addressing such changes in tax laws generically.
The Parties have used the current 34% Federal corporate income tax and the 8% New Hampshire
Business Profits Tax in this Settlement.

(8) Granite State Electric's charge for line extensions shall not be increased at this time.
Granite State Electric reserves its right to change its line extension charge in the anticipated
generic proceeding to be opened by the Commission addressing this issue. All other proposed
changes to the Company's Terms and Conditions for service shall be approved.

(9) Effective for usage on or after March 1, 1993, Granite State Electric shall reconcile its
monthly purchased power bill from New England Power Company (less fuel and Oil
Conservation Adjustment Expenses) with revenues related to such purchased power expense
calculated from factors determined in Attachment 6.

(10) Granite State Electric agrees to cooperate with Staff and the OCA in a study to assess
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the effects of eliminating the lower initial block energy rate in Rate D-00, and implementing a
targeted low income discount rate instead.
(12) Tariff pages reflecting the terms of this Settlement are shown in Attachment 7.
V. Miscellaneous Provisions

(1) Other than as expressly stated herein, this Settlement establishes no principles and shall
not be deemed to foreclose any Party from making any contention in any future proceeding or
investigation.

(2) Other than as expressly stated herein, the approval of this Settlement by the Commission
shall not in any respect constitute a determination as to the merits of any issue in any other
proceeding.

(3) This Settlement is the product of settlement negotiations. All offers of settlement shall be
without prejudice to the position of any Party presenting such offer.

(4) This Settlement is submitted on the condition that it be approved in full by the
Commission, and on further condition that if the Commission does not approve this Settlement in
its entirety, this Settlement shall be deemed withdrawn and shall not constitute a part of the
record in this or any other proceeding or be used for any purpose.

VI. Conclusion

The Parties respectfully request the Commission to adopt this Settlement as a final resolution
of all issues in this proceeding.

Dated this _ day of February, 1993.

Respectfully submitted,

NEW HAMPSHIRE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION STAFF
Eugene F. Sullivan, Esquire

OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE

Michael W. Holmes, Esquire

GRANITE STATE ELECTRIC COMPANY

David J. Saggau, Esquire

FOOTNOTES

1 This request was subsequently revised to $.76 million.

NH.PUC*03/01/93*[75010]*— NH PUC —*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 75010]
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Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

DR 92-244
Order No. 20-772

— NH PUC —
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 1, 1993
Report and Order Addressing Intervention and Procedural Schedule.

[THE FOLLOWING CASE WAS NOT PUBLISHED IN NEW HAMPSHIRE VOLUME 78.]

Appearances: Broderick and Dean by Mark W. Dean, Esq. for New Hampshire Electric
Cooperative, Inc.; Devine, Millimet and Branch by Frederick J. Coolbroth, Esq. for Plymouth
State College; Paul R. McCary, Esqg. for Plymouth Cogeneration Limited Partnership; Kenneth
Traum on behalf of the Office of the Consumer Advocate for residential ratepayers; Thomas
Frantz on behalf of the Staff of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission.

BY THE COMMISSION:
I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On December 31, 1992, the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc. (NHEC) filed a
Petition to Implement Standby and Supplemental Service Rates with the New Hampshire Public
Utilities Commission (Commission). On January 26, 1993, the Commission issued an Order of
Notice scheduling a prehearing conference for February 11,1993.

The February Il, 1993 hearing was attended by Mark W. Dean, Esq. for NHEC; Frederick J.
Coolbroth, Esg. for Plymouth State College; Paul R. McCary for Plymouth Cogeneration
Limited Partnership (PCLP), Kenneth Traum for the Office of the Consumer Advocate (OCA),
and the Staff. Motions to intervene by Mr. Coolbroth and Mr. McCary were received and will be
granted as follows: Plymouth State College with status as a limited intervenor for purposes of
observation and information; and PCLP with status as a full intervenor, with leave for Mr.
McCary to appear pro haec vice on behalf of PCLP. NHEC, PCLP, Plymouth State College, the
OCA, and Staff stipulated to the following procedural schedule, agreeing that data requests and
dates responses shall be due in hand on the dates listed and that delivery by facsimile is
acceptable.

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Staff/Intervenor data requests
to NHEC on a rolling basis until February 26, 1993

NHEC data responses March 5, 1993 - March 19, 1993
Technical Session | March 25, 1993 10:00 a.m.
Staff/Intervenor 2d set

data requests to NHEC April 1, 1993

NHEC data responses April 15, 1993

Intervenor Testimony May 7, 1993
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NHEC data requests to Intervenors May 21, 1993

Intervenors data responses June 4, 1993
Settlement Conference June 10, 1993 10:00 a.m.
Staff/0CA Testimony June 24, 1993

NHEC/ Intervenors Rebuttal Testimony July 6, 1993
Settlement Conference July 13, 1993 10:00 a.m.

Hearing on merits July 14, 15, 1993 10:00 a.m.

I1. COMMISSION ANALYSIS

The Commission finds the foregoing schedule to be in the public good. We also find it
appropriate to grant PCLP full intervenor status and Plymouth State College limited intervenor
status. Finally, we grant Mr. McCary leave to appear pro hac vice and encourage Mr. McVay of
PCLP to appear on his own, without counsel, when he so chooses.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Concurring: March 1, 1993
ORDER
Upon consideration of the foregoing report which is made a part hereof; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the procedural schedule stipulated to between the parties and the Staff and
set forth in the foregoing Report is adopted for the duration of this matter; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that PCLP is granted full intervenor status, that Plymouth State
College is granted limited intervenor status, and Paul R. McCary, Esq. is granted leave to appear
pro hac vice.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this first day of March, 1993.

NH.PUC*03/01/93*[75011]*78 NH PUC 113*New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

[Go to End of 75011]

Re New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc.

DR 93-021
Order No. 20,773

78 NH PUC 113
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 1, 1993
Order Nisi Approving the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative's Short-term Avoided Costs.
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BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On February 4, 1993, the New Hampshire Electric Cooperative, Inc. (NHEC) filed to adopt
the short-term avoided cost estimates of its primary wholesale supplier, Public Service Company
of New Hampshire (PSNH), for the period December 1, 1992 to May 31, 1993 as approved by
the Commission in Order No. 20,691 in DR 92-050 and DR 91-165; and

WHEREAS, NHEC's adoption of PSNH's short-term avoided costs is in accordance with the
terms of the Settlement Agreement in Docket No. DR 86-41, et al., which provides for NHEC to
adopt the avoided costs of its wholesale supplier, and Order No. 19,555 in Docket No. DE
89-079; and

WHEREAS, NHEC purchases most of its power from PSNH under a long- term power
contract which was approved in DR 92-009, Order No. 20,618; it is hereby

ORDERED NISI, that the short-term avoided cost rates approved for PSNH in Order No.
20,691 be applicable to NHEC under the same terms and conditions holding for PSNH for effect
December 1, 1992 unless otherwise ordered or unless there is a request for a hearing as provided
below; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin. Rules Puc 203.01, the petitioner notify
all persons desiring to be heard by causing an attested copy of this order to be published once in
a paper having general circulation in that portion of the State in which operations are proposed to
be conducted, such publication to be no later than March 12, 1993 and it is to be documented by
affidavit filed with this office on or before March 29, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that any interested party may file written comments or request an
opportunity to be heard in this matter no later than March 29, 1993; and it is

Page 113

FURTHER ORDERED, that NHEC file compliance tariff pages within 20 days of the
issuance of this Order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective thirty days from the date of this
order, unless the commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order prior to the effective
date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this first day of March, 1993.

NH.PUC*03/01/93*[75012]*78 NH PUC 114*Hampstead Area Water Company

[Go to End of 75012]
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Re Hampstead Area Water Company

DE 92-129
Order No. 20,774

78 NH PUC 114
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 1, 1993
Order NISI Approving Requested Franchise Extension.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On June 24, 1992, Hampstead Area Water Company (Hampstead or Company) filed a
petition to provide water service in a limited area of the Town of Plaistow, New Hampshire to a
subdivision known as Rainbow Ridge pursuant to RSA 374:22 and 26; and

WHEREAS, the commission issued an Order of Notice dated July 10, 1992, scheduling a
prehearing conference for July 27, 1992; and

WHEREAS, the Company was the only interested party in attendance; and

WHEREAS, the Company has supplied documentation from the New Hampshire Department
of Environmental Services, Water Resources Division and Water Supply and Pollution Control
Division indicating that the Company has complied with all of the requirements of those
Divisions pursuant to RSA 374:22, 111; and

WHEREAS, the Company has notified the Town of Plaistow of its request to franchise the
subdivision known as Rainbow Ridge and the Town of Plaistow has voiced no opposition to this
request; and

WHEREAS, the Commission finds, after investigation, that the proposed franchise is in the
public good; and

WHEREAS, present and prospective customers as well as affected parties should be given an
opportunity to respond to this petition; it is hereby

ORDERED NISI, that Hampstead Area Water Company is granted a franchise to own,
operate and manage a public water utility located in a limited area in the Town of Plaistow
known as Rainbow Ridge, a subdivision described as follows:

Beginning at the town bound common to Hampstead, Plaistow and Kingston.

Thence: Northeasterly approximately 2500 feet along the Kingston/Plaistow town
line to a town bound,

Thence: Southeasterly approximately 3450 feet along the Kingston/Plaistow town
line to a point,

Thence: Turning an angle of 90 degrees and running southwesterly approximately
4600 to a point,
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Thence: Northwesterly approximately 4100 feet to a Hampstead/Plaistow town
bound,

Thence: Northeasterly along the Hampstead/Plaistow town line, and the existing
Hampstead Area Water Company's franchise line, approximately 1400 feet to the point of
beginning. This area encompassing the northernmost portion of Plaistow and containing
approximately 370 acres of land.

FURTHER ORDERED, that any interested party may file written comments or request an
opportunity to be heard in this matter no later than March 29, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that pursuant to N.H. Admin Rules Puc 203.01, an attested copy of
this Order Nisi to be published in a newspaper having general circulation in that portion of the
State of New Hampshire in which operations are proposed to be conducted, such publication to
be documented no later than March 12, 1993, and is to be documented by affidavit filed with this
office on or before March 29, 1993; and it is

Page 114

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Company provide personal notice of this decision to all
known or prospective customers by first class mail on or before March 12, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order Nisi will be effective 30 days from the date of
publication, unless the Commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to
the effective date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this first day of March, 1993.

NH.PUC*03/01/93*[75013]*78 NH PUC 115*Conway Village Fire District

[Go to End of 75013]

Re Conway Village Fire District

DE 91-049
Order No. 20,775

78 NH PUC 115
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 1, 1993

Order Nisi Removing Customers on the Passaconway Line from Receiving Service from the
CVFD and Removing the CVFD from the Jurisdiction of the New Hampshire Public Utilities
Commission.

BY THE COMMISSION:
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ORDER

The Conway Village Fire District (District) having informed the New Hampshire Public
Utilities Commission (commission) by letter dated April 4, 1992, that it was providing water
service to seventeen (17) customers located outside the District boundaries; and

WHEREAS, the above cited information from the District was filed in response to a written
inquiry by the commission staff dated March 21, 1991, which in turn was prompted by a
consumer complaint; and

WHEREAS, said consumer complaint alleges that the District is providing inadequate water
service and is charging rates four (4) times greater than those charged customers inside the
District, thereby subjecting the District to the jurisdiction of the commission pursuant to RSA
362:2 and RSA 362:4; and

WHEREAS, a review of commission records indicates that the District has not been
authorized pursuant to RSA 374:22 and RSA 378 to furnish water service to customers outside
its municipal boundaries and to charge therefore; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to N.H. RSA 362:4, a municipal corporation furnishing water service
shall be considered a public utility if it serves customers outside its municipal boundaries and
charges such customers a rate higher than that charged to its customers within the municipality
or serves those customers a quantity and quality of water less than that served customers within
the municipality; and

WHEREAS, a duly noticed hearing was held on May 29, 1991, which hearing was attended
by Peter Hastings, Esg. on behalf of the District, customers of the District and commission staff
representatives; and

WHEREAS, the parties agreed that the quality and quantity of water received by the
customers on the Passaconway line were not acceptable; and

WHEREAS, at the May 29, 1991 hearing, a settlement agreement was proposed which
entailed the District 1) continuing to serve the customers along the Passaconway line with public
water from the District's sources and not charging the Passaconway users at that time; 2)
attempting to obtain approval from its voters to spend money for purposes of installing private
wells for the Passaconway water users; 3) investigating the cost and appropriateness of installing
drilled wells which once constructed and hooked up to the Passaconway's water user's residence,
would absolve the District from further responsibility to such water user, the cost of all
construction to be borne by the District; 4) to the extent possible, encouraging water users
entitled to federal grant programs to apply for such grants to offset in part the cost of installing
wells for such persons; 5) in at least one instance, exploring and obtaining agreements for
installation of a common well for the benefit of two or three houses which, by proximity and lot
location, could share a well. The District would also supply appropriate legal documentation so
that the ownership of the well would be equal between or among the users, together with
responsibilities for repair and maintenance; 6) in at least one instance, where two buildings are
on one lot of record, providing only one well to the owners with
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hook ups to each of the buildings from the single well; 7) terminating the Passaconway line
at Swift River at the completion of the construction project for the appropriate wells, thereby
terminating the District's franchise obligation regarding the Passaconway Line pursuant to RSA
374:22; and 8) obtaining the assistance of the commission staff in exploring ways of eliminating
its status as a water utility under RSA Chapter 362, particularly RSA 362:4; and

WHEREAS, the settlement agreement iterated above was agreed upon by all the parties
present at the hearing; and

WHEREAS, through a petition dated February 5, 1992 filed with this commission by counsel
for the District, it has been represented 1) that individual wells have been installed and
connected to each residence in a satisfactory manner, with the guarantees of the well installer
and the District (to the extent possible) as to each of these wells, to remain in full force and
effect for a period of up to one year from the date said wells were hooked up, which guarantees
expired on January 16, 1993; 2) that the District terminated water in the Passaconway water line
at the Swift River with the intent to abandon the line from said point as it flows under the Swift
River and westerly into the Town of Albany; and 3) that the number of out of District water
users who are not otherwise residents or taxpayers of the District are fewer than ten after the
removal of the sixteen customers as District users from the Passaconway water line; and

WHEREAS, the construction, installation and hook-up of the individual wells and water
lines to the respective sixteen customers formerly served by the Passaconway water line of the
District was completed on January 16, 1992, being the date of actual hook-up and use by the
users thereof; and

WHEREAS, on February 5, 1993, the District notified commission Staff Engineer Doug
Brogan and made the representation that all required testing of the wells installed for the
Passaconway customers was completed with satisfactory results; it is hereby

ORDERED NISI, that:

1) the sixteen former users on the Passaconway water line in the Town of Albany be
deemed removed from right of service by the District so that the District has no further
responsibility to furnish water thereto;

2) the Passaconway water line as leading westerly across Swift River into the Town
of Albany be discontinued and abandoned by the District with no further obligation to
repair or maintain the same; and

3) the District is found to serve its water to fewer than ten customers outside the
limits of the District and is providing said customers the same quantity and quality of
water at the same rates charged within the District. Therefore, pursuant to the provisions
of RSA 362:4 I, the District is exempt from further reporting or responsibility to this
commission at this time under existing facts and law; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, pursuant to N.H. Admin. Rules Puc 203.01, that the District notify
all persons desiring to be heard to file comments or exceptions by:

1) causing an attested copy of this order to be published once in a newspaper having
general circulation in that portion of the State in which operations are conducted, on or
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before March 12, 1993;

2) pursuant to RSA 541-a:22, providing a copy of this order to the town clerk, by first
class U.S. Mail, postmarked on or before March 12, 1993;

3) providing a copy of this order to each current District customer and each former
customer on the Passaconway line who had an individual or shared well installed on
his/her property, by
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first class U.S. Mail, postmarked on or before March 12, 1993; and

4) documenting compliance with these notice provisions by filing affidavit(s) with
the commission on or before March 29, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that any interested party may file written comments or request an
opportunity to be heard in this matter no later than March 29, 1993; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this Order be effective on March 30, 1993 unless the
commission provides otherwise in a supplemental order issued prior to the effective date.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this first day of March, 1993.

NH.PUC*03/01/93*[75014]*78 NH PUC 117*EnergyNorth Natural Gas, Inc.

[Go to End of 75014]

Re EnergyNorth Natural Gas, Inc.

DR 91-212
Order No. 20,776

78 NH PUC 117
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 1, 1993
Report Addressing Petition to Increase Rates.

Appearances: McLane, Graf, Raulerson and Middleton by Steven V. Camerino, Esg. on behalf
of EnergyNorth Natural Gas, Inc.; Office of Consumer Advocate by Michael W. Holmes, Esg.
on behalf of residential ratepayers; and Eugene F. Sullivan, 111, Esg. on behalf of the New
Hampshire Public Utilities Commission.

BY THE COMMISSION:
REPORT
I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY
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On January 31, 1992, EnergyNorth Natural Gas, Inc. (ENGI or the Company) filed a request
with the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) to increase base rates by
$2,234,813 or 3.2%, pursuant to RSA chapter 378. On February 22, 1992, the Commission
issued Order No. 20,402, dated February 27, 1992, suspending the proposed rate increase for
investigation pursuant to RSA 378:6. On March 3, 1992, the Company filed a request for
temporary rates pursuant to RSA 378:27. On March 19, 1992, the Commission issued an Order
of Notice scheduling a hearing on the Company's request for temporary rates and to establish a
procedural schedule to govern the Commission's investigation into the Company's requested
increase in rates.

On May 13, 1992, the Commission issued Report and Order No. 20,480 denying the
Company's request for temporary rates and establishing a procedural schedule. On November 1,
1992, the company placed the requested rate increase into effect, under bond, pursuant to RSA
378:6.

After eight months of investigation, and the filing of testimony by the Parties and the
Commission Staff (Staff) the Commission held nine days of public hearings on October 23, 26,
27, 28 and 29, 1992, and December 7, 8, 9 and 21, 1992.

I1. POSITIONS OF THE PARTIES AND STAFF.

The Company's, Staff's, and the Office of Consumer Advocate's (OCA) prefiled testimony
brought into issue a number of disagreements over the methodologies for establishing the
Company's appropriate revenue requirement. Those issues included: test year methodology, pro
forma revenues and costs (280 day service, telephone expenses, Hadco, Londonderry/Derry
Line, PUC assessment), affiliate contracts, a consultant contract, attrition allowances ("'step
adjustments"), capitalization of sales staff salaries, legal fees, vehicle related expenses, luncheon
expenses, the booking of certain costs expended in previous years in an attempt to encourage
former customers to reactivate service and the cost of capital.

A. ENGL.

The Company requested that the Commission adopt a modified methodology for computing a
gas utility's revenue requirement that included capital additions outside of the twelve month test
year and annualized all known and
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measurable changes in expenses in the twelve months following the test year (rate year) as a
means of accurately measuring a gas utility's revenue requirement into the future. In support of
this position, the Company pointed out that the current methodology historically applied by the
Commission and applied by Staff in this case resulted in the Company's filing of three rate cases
in four years in order to sustain sufficient earnings. The Company also suggested the use of an
attrition allowance, such as a "step adjustment”, for the same reason.

In its initial filing and its testimony the Company did not include pro forma revenues for
customers that had converted from interruptible service to a new type of service known as 280
day" service. The Company supported its position by pointing out that under the traditional test
year methodology applied by the Commission and put forward by Staff in this case, it would be
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inappropriate and inconsistent to pro form its revenues outside the twelve month test year.

Following the same reasoning, the Company also did not make a pro forma adjustment to
revenues for its Londonderry/Derry line or Hadco.

In its brief, the Company changed its adjustment to the PUC assessment to include the total
assessment for the State's 1993 fiscal year (July 1, 1992 through June 30, 1993); i.e., $208,599.
However, the Company's witness previously testified that the assessment expense should be
$196,033 and should be based on accrual accounting.

The Company objected to a revenue adjustment made by Staff that allocated a higher
proportion of joint and common affiliate costs to ENGI from its parent company, EnergyNorth,
Inc. (ENI). The Company supported its allocation of joint and common costs between itself and
its unregulated affiliates based on its experience, annual time surveys and a contract on file with
the Commission, which the Company contends allows it to allocate costs between itself and its
affiliates in the manner it sees fit if all of the affiliates agree that a modification to a set formula
is justified.

The Company also objected to a Staff modification to a consultant contract with the
Company's recently retired Chief Executive Officer. The Company justified the expenditure as
appropriate to provide for a smooth transition, and to take advantage of the former CEO's
significant expertise in the gas industry.

The Company also took issue with a number of expense adjustments to the Company's filing
recommended by Staff including sales staff salaries, legal expenses, vehicle expenses and
luncheon expenses.

In regard to sales staff salaries, the Company argued that they should be capitalized to reflect
the fact that the salesman is not only in charge of obtaining new accounts, but also responsible
for the general oversight of the provision of gas to the new customer.

In regard to legal expenses, the Company argued that it should be allowed an expense
allowance over and above the salary of its general counsel to reflect certain proceedings such as
rulemakings which required the Company to retain outside counsel.

In regard to vehicle expenses, the Company objected to Staff's removal of the cost of
providing automobiles to its executive officers and "grossing up" their salaries to reflect the tax
consequences of the personal use of a company vehicle. The Company contends that it is part of
the overall compensation package it offers to attract and retain qualified management personnel.

In regard to luncheon expenses, the Company explained that although the luncheons were
held at the Manchester Country Club the meals were only $7.00 per person, and the country club
provided the Company with a private room giving Company executives time together each week,
away from their daily duties, to discuss larger issues.

Another issue raised by Staff was the Company's failure to properly book costs (as agreed in
a previous rate proceeding) incurred in attempting to reactivate services. The Company
explained that this was an oversight on its part, and that all expenses incurred for this purpose in
the future would be booked appropriately.

Finally, the Company contended that it was entitled to a return on equity of 13%. The
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Company based its position on the testimony of its expert witness that the "zone of
reasonableness” for the Company is between 12% and 13.25%, and that the "particular" risk of
this

Page 118

Company justified a return on equity at the high end of this zone or its requested rate of
return on equity of 13%. The Company also contended that exclusive reliance on the DCF
method is inappropriate, and relied on several alternative methods in calculating the "zone of
reasonableness”.

B. Staff.

The Staff took the position that there was no need, or justification, to modify the traditional
test year methodology in this case or for this particular industry to include "out of time"
investments and expenses. Staff came to this conclusion based on the fact that the current
methodology properly matches revenues and expenses; whereas, the modifications suggested by
the Company would skew the matching formula resulting in unjust rates to consumers. The Staff
also objected to the institution of attrition allowances for the same reasons put forth above;
because attrition allowances would remove any incentive on the part of the Company to reduce
costs in periods of economic downturn, and because the Company was unwilling to accept
automatic rate reductions if its returns ever exceeded the established cost of equity.

However, Staff recommended that pro forma adjustments be made to the Company's
revenues, outside of the twelve month parameter established in the traditional test year
methodology, to reflect certain extraordinary events. Specifically, Staff recommended that a pro
forma adjustment be made to include revenues the Company derived outside the test year from
280 day service, Hadco and new customers on the Londonderry/Derry Line. Staff contended
revenues from certain customers that had converted from interruptible service to a new service
offering, 280 day service, outside the test year should be included in the Company's revenues
because the revenues from interruptible service are passed through to customers in biannual cost
of gas adjustments while the revenues from 280 day service are retained by the Company and
applied to its bottom line, and the total capital cost to serve these customers was in place during
the entire test year. Staff contended that additional revenues obtained from a significant
customer, Hadco, which was not fully on line in the test year should be included in revenues to
balance the fact that the major portion of the capital investment required to serve Hadco was put
in place during the test year. Finally, Staff argued that revenues outside the test year from
customers being served off the Londonderry/Derry line should be included in the Company's
revenue calculation because the line, although greatly underutilized, was fully included in
ratebase.

Staff took the position that during the period from July 1, 1992, through September 30, 1992,
the Company was not required to pay any assessment because the previous fiscal year had
resulted in an overcollection, which is reconciled in the first quarter of the next fiscal year.
Staff's adjustment would result in a decrease of $5,698 to the annual assessment to $170,860.
Staff contended that the Company had inflated the amount of the actual PUC assessment
assessed to the Company in the test year, and, therefore, recommended a reduction in this
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expense item.

Staff recommended that the allocable joint and common costs assessed to ENGI from its
parent, ENI, should be 90%, based on the allocation formula set forth in an affiliates agreement
filed with the Commission. Staff further objected to ENGI's interpretation of this agreement in a
manner that allowed the affiliates to modify the allocation formula without Commission review,
as required under RSA 366:3, Filing of Contracts.

Staff objected to a $60,000 consulting contract with the Company's former CEO as an
unnecessary expense, (due to the fact that the Company employed competent gas procurement
personnel).

Staff objected to the capitalization of salesmen’s salaries related to serving new customers
because the activities of the salesmen relative to the installation of new assets to serve these
customers was far too attenuated to justify capitalizing their salaries under the Commission's
Chart of Accounts for Gas Utilities.

Staff also objected to a number of expense items included by the Company in the calculation
of its revenue deficiency. These items included weekly luncheons for management
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personnel at the Manchester Country Club, the provision of automobiles to executive officers
and the subsequent "grossing up™ of their salaries to compensate them for the tax consequences
of the personal use of a Company vehicle, and the cost of retaining outside counsel to represent
the Company at a rulemaking hearing because the Company included the salary of its General
Counsel in its expenses, and the rulemaking proceeding was a "non-recurring" expense.

Finally, the Staff recommended a return on equity of 10.39% based on the traditional
Discounted Cash Flow (DCF) methodology employed by the Commission. This was supported
by the use of a risk premium method as a "sanity check”, and a review of current capital market
conditions.

C.OCA

The OCA generally supported the position of the Staff, but proffered its own testimony on
the issue of cost of capital. The OCA supported a return on equity of 10.2% also based on the
DCF methodology with minor variations from Staff to certain inputs into the model.

I11. COMMISSION ANALYSIS.

The issue before the Commission is the establishment of just and reasonable rates for the
Company. RSA 378:28. The disputed elements of that issue are sufficiently set forth above. As is
generally the case, the Company bears the burden of establishing each of the elements of its
requested revenues. RSA 378:8. We will address each of the disputed elements seriatim.

In computing the Company's required revenues we will apply our traditional historical "test
year" methodology. That is, we will establish the Company's revenue requirement through an
examination of a thirteen point average of the Company's rate base during the twelve month test
year with pro rata modifications to operation and maintenance expenses for "known and
measurable™ changes in the twelve months following the test year. While we acknowledge that
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this methodology is neither statutorily nor constitutionally required (Cf., RSA 378:30-a), and that
no methodology for setting rates into the future is perfect, we have found that this methodology
has resulted in just and reasonable rates to both utilities and their customers absent extraordinary
circumstances. In this particular case we find no such extraordinary circumstances to justify a
modification to our traditional methodology.

An attrition allowance, as requested by the Company, is one means by which the
Commission deals with extraordinary circumstances to justify a modification to the traditional
test year methodology applied by this Commission. For example, in the last rate proceeding
involving Northern Utilities, Inc., New Hampshire's only other natural gas local distribution
company (LDC), the Commission granted it an annual step adjustment, a type of attrition
allowance, to address a multi-million dollar safety program to replace, over the course of the
next two to ten years, bare steel distribution mains that are at risk of corrosion failure. The
magnitude of these known expenses relative to the book value of the assets of Northern
established the extraordinary event justifying a modification to standard test year ratemaking.
There is no such "emergency" in this case justifying an attrition allowance. Furthermore, an
automatic attrition allowance, absent extraordinary circumstances, would serve as a disincentive
to utilities to cut costs or streamline operations prior to seeking rate relief.

Following this reasoning we should not, and will not, make any modifications to the
Company's test year revenues for the Londonderry/Derry Line or Hadco.

We have not adopted staff's position relative to annualizing related to the Londonderry/Derry
Line, Hadco, or the new 280 day customers. Our reasoning is consistent with our decision to use
the matching principles for rate base and the adjustment for known and measurable changes to
expenses and revenues in the twelve month period following the end of the test year. Therefore,
we have included a net margin of $98,438 related to 280 day customers who converted from
interruptible service. This adjustment is consistent with the testimony of Witness Chicoine
(Exhibit 20B).
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The Commission is aware that Staff's testimony would make further adjustments to revenue
to annualize changed circumstances and to more fully recognize that the Londonderry/Derry
Line is being more fully utilized as the customer base grows. However, in order to remain
consistent with our matching principle, we have only accepted an adjustment for increased
revenues for test year interruptible customers who converted to 280 day service to reflect only
increased revenues from those customers in the twelve months after the test year.

In regard to the PUC assessment the Commission agrees that the expense should be based
upon an accrual accounting basis. We have, however, arrived at a different amount based upon
our methodology of using only known and measurable changes when comparing test year
expenses to the twelve month period immediately following the test year. We have arrived at the
amount of $200,611 for the twelve month period based upon actual costs for nine months ending
June 30 and an accrual of one quarter of the 1993 assessment, thus resulting in a pro forma
adjustment of $24,053.

We adopt Staff's calculation of those ENI expenses which should be allocated to ENGI.
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Under the contract on file with the Commission, ENI's affiliates may have been free to modify
the allocations established in the formula contained therein; however, pursuant to RSA 366:3 any
such modification had to be filed with the Commission. The Company did not file the
modifications with the Commission, and, furthermore, it failed to meet its burden of persuasion
in this proceeding that the modifications it did make were just and reasonable.

We reject Staff's position relative to the Company's consulting contract with its former CEO.
It is a usual and customary practice for a business entity to retain the consulting services of its
former CEO or other critical positions during the transition to a new CEO. Furthermore, the
consulting contract negated the need to fill a vacant position in the test year, thereby reducing
overall costs.

In regard to the capitalization of sales staff salaries, the evidence in this case did not support
the type of relationship between the sales staff and the installation of new assets justifying the
capitalization of any portion of their salaries. Thus, these salaries shall be computed, totally, as
an expense item.

As Staff pointed out in its testimony and we confirm, the Uniform System of Accounts for
Gas Utilities provides an expense account for sales salaries, Account 1786. In calculating the
revenue requirement the sales salary expense has been included in pro forma expenses in the
amount of $127,715.

In regard to vehicle expenses, any costs associated with the use of a Company vehicle for
on-call safety reasons are appropriate and should be included in rates. However, the grossing up
of certain officer salaries to offset the tax consequences of their personal use of a Company
vehicle is not an appropriate expense to pass on to ratepayers and will not be considered in the
setting of rates.

In regard to weekly officers' luncheons, we find that the expenses requested by the Company,
which include the use of a private room to allow for private business discussions, and the cost of
the meals ($7.00) are reasonable.

We will adopt the Company position related to the cost of retaining outside counsel to
represent the Company at rulemaking hearings because our dockets contain continuing
rulemakings which require company participation.

The last expense item was the so-called $13,000 known and measurable reduction in
telephone expenses. We believe there was a misunderstanding between the Staff and the
Company relative to this item, which was clarified in the Company's brief. Although the
Company reported a $13,000 "savings" in telephone expenses, the actual cost of telephone
service rose to $349,000 in the twelve months following the test year. As this is a known and
measurable change, the full amount will be included in the computation of a revenue deficiency.

In reviewing the records included in Staff's audit, it was determined that the sales expense to
reactivate services was actually booked as an expense in September 1991. Therefore, the costs
have already been included in the test year income statement.

Finally, we will address the cost of capital. The only outstanding issue in this area is the rate
of return on equity. We adopt Staff's
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recommended 10.39% as the appropriate return on equity.

As was cited and accepted by both Parties and the Staff, a utility is constitutionally entitled to
an opportunity to realize a return on its investment equivalent to firms of similar risk and
sufficient to attract capital in the prevailing markets, but not so high as to be speculative.
Bluefield Water Works and Improvement v. Public Service Commission, 26 U.S. 679, 672
(1923); Federal Power Commission v. Hope, 320 U.S. 591 (1944).

Initially, we will address the Company's assertion that it is subject to peculiar risks not
experienced by similar natural gas LDCs. The Company contends that the Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission's Order No. 636 (Order 636), regulatory risk, New Hampshire's weather
and the Company's size present particular risks that should be used to adjust its return on equity
to the upper end of the “zone of reasonableness".

We are not persuaded that Order 636 subjects the Company to any greater risk than other
LDCs by Order 636. In fact, the record evidence establishes that all LDCs will be subject to
similar advantages and risks that result from Order 636.

The Company's argument relative to regulatory risk is also unpersuasive. The only evidence
presented to the Commission relative to investor perception of regulatory risk was Exhibit 6,
which placed New Hampshire squarely in the "middle of the road" relative to investor
perceptions of regulatory risk. The suggestion that the Company suffers greater regulatory risk
than other New Hampshire utilities, i.e., they are singled out for harsher treatment by the
Commission and its Staff, is probably a misperception shared by the other utilities under our
regulation. It is without merit.

The Company also contends that its size, relative to the other utilities analyzed in computing
a return on equity, makes it a riskier investment. We are not persuaded. The record indicates that
the Company has adequate access to the capital markets and its stock is freely traded on the
NASDARQ exchange.

Finally, the Company presented evidence that its geographical service area had the highest
heating degree days of any of the sample companies used by any of the witnesses in computing a
cost of capital. This fact was contested by the OCA. Assuming the Company is correct, higher
heating degree days in and of themselves do not constitute a measure of greater risk. It is the
volatility of degree days from year to year that affects risk, not the absolute level of degree days.
Thus, the record does not support the Company's position.

The next substantive issue of dispute between the experts was the computation of a growth
rate for the DCF model. The Company relied solely on earnings projections in its computation of
a growth rate, while the OCA and the Staff used weighted combinations of forecasted and
historical earnings and dividends to compute a growth rate. The OCA also gave minimal weight
to book value in calculating the DCF growth rate. We decline to accept a DCF analysis using
only forecasted earnings to compute a growth rate.

All three expert witnesses testified that the DCF methodology relies on projecting dividends
into perpetuity to determine a discounted cost of equity for the sample in question. All three
experts also testified that dividends are a function of earnings. While the two are equal in the
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long run, we believe the so-called long run is beyond the average investor's investment horizon.
Thus, retained earnings and a utility's desire to maintain steady dividend growth over time lead
us to the conclusion that the use of only earnings forecasts in computing a growth rate do not
provide an accurate return on equity. Indeed, the use of any one measure of growth alone
excludes information we believe investors consider in making their investment decisions.

Furthermore, using the same "judgment” factor applied by the Company in choosing a
methodology for deriving a growth rate, the capital market, we believe both the Staff's and the
OCA's return on equity more accurately reflect a just and reasonable rate of return.1(14) The
Company's requested rate of return on equity is simply not consistent with the current low level
of interest rates.

Finally, we see no reason to abandon the DCF method, and continue to view it as the most
appropriate method for estimating the rate of return on equity. Other methods may serve as a
useful "sanity check”, but will not be
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accepted as a primary method for determining a utility's allowed rate of return. We do not
agree that exclusive reliance on the DCF method is inappropriate.

IV. REVENUE REQUIREMENT

Based upon the findings in this report, the Company's revenue requirement is calculated as
follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Rate Base $68,515,478

2(15)Rate of Return 9.83%
Required Net Operating Income $6,735,071
Adjusted Net Operating Income 6,472,948
Required Increase 262,123
Tax Effect (x .515152) 135,033
Required Increase $ 397,157

The following is the pro forma income statement which results from the approved
adjustments:
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[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Test Yr.

12 Mos.

Ended Pro Forma Pro Forma
Operating Revenues 9/30/91 Adj - Test Yr.
Revenues - Firm 59,987,663 5,788,144 65,775,807
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Revenues - Wholesale

Revenues - Other 1,472,975 1,472,975
Interruptible Revenues 1,931,931 1,931,931
Unbilled Revenues Recoupment

Unbilled Revenues - Meter 310,144 310,144
Read Cycle (Current) 89,194 89,194
Special Contract 122,744 122,744
Total Revenues 63,914,651 5,788,144 69,702,795
Operating Expenses

Cost of Gas - Firm 33,058,838 3,169,279 36,228,117
Cost of Gas - Other 1,931,931 1,931,931
Other Production 1,620,490 (39,266) 1,581,224
Distribution 5,309,672 141,917 5,451,589
Customer Accounting 3,871,210 201,657 4,072,867
Sales and New Business 444,106 71,519 515,625

Administrative and General 6,235,935 (112,722) 6,123,213
Interest on Customer Deposits 124,055 (25,804) 98,251

Taxes:

Federal Income Tax 453,857 849,039 1,302,896
Property and Payroll 2,136,417 (48,612) 2,087,805
State 626,713 626,713
Other 184,380 184,380
Depreciation 3,167,183 135,549 3,302,732
Amortization 193,552 (18,909) 174,643
Total Revenue Deductions 59,358,339 4,323,647 63,681,986
Net Operating Income 4,556,312 1,464,497 6,020,809
Operating Rents - Net 452,050 452,050
Other Utility Income 89 89

Net Gas Operating Income 5,008,451 1,464,497 6,472,948
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Because the Company placed its filed rates into effect on November 1, 1992, under bond, a
refund will be required to be made for those revenues that have been collected at rates higher
than are approved by this report. RSA 378:6 11l. The Company shall file compliance tariffs to
reflect the allowed increase and a proposed plan for refunds. Due to the fact that a surcharge
tariff has been filed to collect rate case expenses in the Company's previous rate filing, docket
DR 90-183, effective April 1, 1993, the Commission will allow the Company to offset the refund
amount by the outstanding uncollected rate case expenses, $159,543. In addition, to avoid or
reduce another surcharge or to reduce any refund the Company will be required to make, we will
allow the Company to offset the refund amount by the amount of rate case expenses incurred in
this docket and we would therefore ask the Company to submit an accounting of those rate case
expenses as expeditiously as possible.

Based on our review of the record, we find the revenue requirement, the rate of return
detailed above, and the rates that derive therefor to be just and reasonable.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Concurring: March 1, 1993
ORDER
In consideration of the foregoing report which is made a part hereof; it is hereby
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ORDERED, that EnergyNorth Natural Gas, Inc. is granted a rate increase of $397,157; and it
is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the above granted rate increase be effective for bills rendered
on or after the date of this order because the company placed its full rate request into effect,
under bond, pursuant to RSA 378:6 1l and placing the rates effect on a bills rendered basis is the
only manner to equitably compute the customer’s refund; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Company shall also provide us with an accounting of the
revenues overcollected under bond compared to the permanent rates granted herein, along with a
plan for refunding the overcollection; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that EnergyNorth Natural Gas, Inc. file tariff pages reflecting this
report and order. Compliance tariffs shall be filed by March 15, 1993 for effect with all bills
rendered on or after April 1, 1993.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this first day of March, 1993.

FOOTNOTES

1 The following is a calculation of the overall cost of capital:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

wt"d Avg.
Component  Cost Cost of
Total Ratio Rate Capital
Common Equity  $37,145,535 49.33% 10.39% 5.13%
Long Term Debt $35,361,660 46.96% 9.55%  4.48%
Short Term Debt $2,798,734 3.72% 6.00% 0.22%
Total $75,305,929 100.01% 9.83%

This capital structure reflects an adjustment to Staff's calculation by adding the $935,000
from the so called New Hampshire Supreme Court's take-or-pay decision to retained earnings.

2 Rate base is calculated as follows:

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Gross Plant $103,730,024
Less: Construction Work in Progress 183,452
Plant in Service $103,546,572
Less: Accumulated Depreciation 28,197,252
Contribution in Aid of Constr. 1,923,855
Capitalized Leases 381,819

Net Plant in Service 73,043,646
Add: Working Capital (4,528,168)
Rate Base $68,515,478

NH.PUC*03/08/93*[75015]*— NH PUC —*Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.

[Go to End of 75015]
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Re Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.

DR 92-220
Order No. 20-777

— NHPUC —
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 8, 1993
Report Addressing Intervention and Procedural Schedule.

[THE FOLLOWING CASE WAS NOT PUBLISHED IN NEW HAMPSHIRE VOLUME 78.)

Appearances: Gallagher, Callahan & Gartrell by John B. Pendleton, Esg. on behalf of
Pennichuck Water Works, Inc.; Ransmeier & Spellman by Dom S. D'Ambruoso, Esq. on behalf
of Anheuser-Busch, Inc.; Larry S. Eckhaus, Esg. on behalf of Southern New Hampshire Water
Company, Inc.; Eugene F. Sullivan, 111, Esg. and Barclay Jackson, Esg. on behalf of the Staff of
the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission.

BY THE COMMISSION:
REPORT
I. PROCEDURAL HISTORY

On November 19, 1992, Pennichuck Water Works, Inc. (Pennichuck) filed a Notice of Intent
to File Rate Schedules. On January 15, 1993, Pennichuck filed a Petition for Permanent Rate
Increase to be effective February 15, 1993 (Petition). Coincident with the Petition, Pennichuck
submitted a petition for temporary rate relief and revised tariff pages. By Order No. 20,753,
dated February 8, 1993, the Commission suspended Pennichuck's revised tariff pages and
ordered a pre-hearing conference to address procedural matters be held before the Commission
on February 26, 1993.

The February 26, 1993 hearing was attended by John B. Pendleton, Esq. for Pennichuck;
Dom S. D'Ambruoso, Esq., for Anheuser-Busch, Inc. (A-B); Larry S. Eckhaus, Esq. for Southern
New Hampshire Water Company, Inc. (Southern); and the Commission Staff (Staff). Motions for
intervention and for limited intervention were received from A- B and Southern respectively. No
objections were interposed to these motions.

Pennichuck, A-B, Southern, and the Staff stipulated to the following procedural schedule,
agreeing that data requests and data responses shall be due in hand on the dates listed below.

[Graphic(s) below may extend beyond size of screen or contain distortions.]

Prehearing Conference and Company February 26,1993
Temporary Rate Testimony

Staff Testimony on Temporary
Rates March 5, 1993

Temporary Rate Hearing March 9, 1993 9:00 A.M.
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Staff Data Requests April 21, 1993

Company Data Responses May 4, 1993

Staff"s Second Set of Data

Requests May 11, 1993

Company®s Second Set of

Data Responses May 18, 1993
Staff/Intervenor Testimony June 11, 1993
Settlement Conference June 17, 1993 9:00 A.M.
Company Data Requests June 22, 1993

Company Rebuttal Testimony June 25, 1993

Staff/Intervenor Data Responses July 6, 1993

Staff Rebuttal Testimony July 9, 1993
Settlement Conference July 13 & July 20, 1993
Hearings August 3, 4 & August 5, 1993

I1. COMMISSION ANALYSIS

The Commission finds the foregoing schedule to be in the public good. We grant A-B full
intervenor status with respect to issues of revenue allocation and rate structure, under Puc
203.02(a)(2). Although Southern petitioned for intervention under the standard of N.H. Admin.
Rules, Puc 203.02(a)(2), discussion during the hearing centered on limited intervention. We
therefore grant Southern limited intervenor status under Puc 203.03.

Our order will issue accordingly.
Concurring: March 8, 1993
ORDER
In consideration of the foregoing Report which is made a part hereof; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the procedural schedule stipulated to between the parties and the Staff and
set forth in the foregoing Report is adopted for the duration of this matter; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the dates established herein for filing of testimony, data
requests and responses, settlement conferences or technical sessions may be changed by
agreement of the parties without further Commission authorization so long as commission
hearing dates are unaffected by the change; any change in Commission hearing dates shall
require prior commission approval; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Anheuser-Busch, Inc. is granted full intervenor status and that
Southern New Hampshire Water Company, Inc. is granted limited intervenor status.

By order of the Public Utilities Commission of New Hampshire this eighth day of March,
1993.

NH.PUC*03/08/93*[75016]*78 NH PUC 126*Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc.
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Re Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc.

DF 93-026
Order No. 20,778

78 NH PUC 126
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 8, 1993
Petition to Approve Short Term Debt.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

WHEREAS, Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc. (the "company" or "CVEC")
pursuant to RSA 369:7 filed with this commission on February 11, 1993 a petition to approve
short term financing; and

WHEREAS, the company states that the amount of short term financing required to meet
temporary working capital needs resulting from the company's growth and from the introduction
of seasonal rates in the Connecticut Valley service territory which will produce revenue flow not
in synchronization with cash flow requirements; and

WHEREAS, the commission's current approval of $1,000,000 of short term financing,
granted in Order No. 20,401 in Docket DF 92-008, expired on February 28, 1993; and

WHEREAS, the company requests that this $1,000,000 short term debt limit be renewed at
the same limit for the next 12 months; and

WHEREAS, the Bank East Division of First New Hampshire Bank has reaffirmed its
$1,000,000 line of credit to the company; and

WHEREAS, the company states that the short term note is a demand note issued December
20, 1991 and reaffirmed on June 9, 1992 with a floating interest rate equal to Bank of Boston's
prime rate; and

WHEREAS, the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission, pursuant to RSA 369:7, finds
that the renewal in the short term debt line of $1,000,000 as proposed in the petition is consistent
with the public good; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the $1,000,000 short term debt level will remain in effect until February 28,
1994; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that Connecticut Valley Electric Company, Inc. shall on January
first and July first of each year, file with this commission a detailed statement, duly sworn by its
Treasurer, showing the disposition of the proceeds of such note; and it is
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FURTHER ORDERED, that the order shall be effective as of the date of this order.
By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this eighth day of March, 1993.

NH.PUC*03/08/93*[75017]*78 NH PUC 126*New England Telephone and Telegraph Company

[Go to End of 75017]

Re New England Telephone and Telegraph Company

DR 93-028
Order No. 20,779

78 NH PUC 126
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 8, 1993
Order Granting Interim Protective Treatment Regarding Fiber Distributed Data Interface.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On February 17, 1993, New England Telephone and Telegraph Company (NET) filed with
the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) a request for approval of a
special contract for Fiber Distributed Data Interface service between NET and Lockheed Sanders
Incorporated (Special Contract). Included in the filing were supporting materials to explain the
purpose of the contract, its cost basis, and billing service details (Supporting Materials); and

WHEREAS, NET filed requested interim proprietary treatment and filed a Motion for
Protective Order on the Special Contract and Supporting Materials; and

WHEREAS, in its motion NET states that the Special Contract and Supporting Materials
contain customer-specific and competitively sensitive data including "cost analyses, information
regarding specific service features; and other contract terms such as term, special rates and
billing information;" and

WHEREAS, the information identified above is a necessary part of the filing, and important
for staff to review in evaluating the proposed offering; and

WHEREAS, the Commission recognizes the importance of staff having the opportunity to
review fully the materials which support a proposed special contract, in order to responsibly
carry out its duties; it is hereby

ORDERED, that the Motion for Protective Order be, and hereby is, granted on an interim
Page 126
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basis to allow staff review of the Special Contract and Supporting Materials; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that this order is subject to the ongoing rights of the Commission,
on it own motion or on the motion of Commission staff or any other party or member of the
public, to reconsider this order in light of the standards of RSA 91-A.

By order of the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission this eighth day of March, 1993.

NH.PUC*03/08/93*[75018]*78 NH PUC 127*GTE Maine, Inc.

[Go to End of 75018]

Re GTE Maine, Inc.

DR 93-050
Order No. 20,780

78 NH PUC 127
New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission
March 8, 1993
Order Approving 900 Blocking Service for East Conway and Chatham, NH Exchanges.

BY THE COMMISSION:
ORDER

On February 5, 1993 Contel of Maine, Inc. d/b/a/ GTE Maine (Company) filed a petition
with the New Hampshire Public Utilities Commission (Commission) for effect March 10, 1993
seeking to extend 900 Blocking service to its residential and single line business customers in the
East Conway and Chatham, New Hampshire Exchanges; and

WHEREAS, the Company proposes to offer initial blocking to residential and single line
business customers at no charge, with subsequent changes subject to applicable service charges
as set forth in Section 6 of the Company's tariff; and

WHEREAS, the Company's filing contained no cost support; it is hereby
ORDERED, that the proposed revisions to NHPUC No. 4
Section 5, Ninth Revised Contents
Section 5, Fifth Revised Sheet 16,
are approved, effective as of the date of this order; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that the Company's incremental cost study due to be filed by
September 30, 1993, include these two exchanges; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that if review of the incremental cost study and subsequent
© Public Utilities Reports, Inc., 2008 178



PURbase

discovery indicate that the rates are below their incremental costs, GTE's stockholders will make
up the deficiency between the rates charged and the incremental costs, for the period during
which the rates did not cover their costs; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that 